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To: Members of Dublin City Council
From: Dana L. McDaniel, City Manager
Date: November 2, 2021
Initiated Jennifer M. Rauch, AICP, Planning Director
By: Nichole M. Martin, AICP, Senior Planner
Re: Ordinance 82-21 — Hyland Glen
Rezoning approximately 42.5 acres from R, Rural District to PUD, Planned Unit
Development District for development of 102 single-family lots with 12.4 acres of
open space and associated site improvements on the east side of Hyland-Croy
Road, north of the intersection with Post Road under the provisions of Zoning Code
Section 153.050 (Case 21-117Z/PDP).

Summary

Ordinance 82-21 is a request for review and approval of a rezoning from R, Rural District, to
PUD, Planned Unit Development District (Hyland Glen), for 42.5 acres located in Union County
to facilitate development of 102 single-family homes, at density of 2.4 dwelling units per acre,
with 12.4 acres of open space and associated site improvements in accordance with the Dublin
Community Plan.

Background

On September 16, 2021, the Planning and Zoning Commission reviewed and recommended
approval to City Council of the Hyland Glen rezoning, brought forth by The Paragon Building
Group (Virginia Homes), finding the recommendations of the Community Plan and criteria in the
Zoning Code met.

Previously on December 7, 2020, City Council disapproved a rezoning request, brought forth by
Schottenstein Real Estate Group, for development of 90 single-family lots and 150 unit Adult
Congregate Living Facility (ACLF) with 12.4 acres of open space and associated site
improvements finding the recommendations of the Community Plan and criteria in the Zoning
Code not met.

Process

Establishing a Planned Unit Development (PUD) is a three-step process: 1) Concept Plan; 2)
Preliminary Development Plan/Rezoning; and 3) Final Development Plan. The proposed Hyland
Glen neighborhood completed the first step in May 2021. The proposed preliminary
development plan/rezoning application is the second step in the PUD process. Each preliminary
development plan/rezoning application presents a unique set of circumstances distinct from
previous proposals. A preliminary development plan establishes the framework for future
development and a rezoning establishes the right to develop in accordance with the preliminary
development plan. Following the approval of the preliminary development plan, an applicant
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may proceed to the third step in the process, which is the final development plan, where details
including architecture, landscaping, and sign design are finalized. The criteria set forth in the
Zoning Code for approval of a preliminary development plan/rezoning are provided for
reference at the end of this memo.

The Gateway Reserve (Reserve A) located at the intersection of Hyland-Croy Road and Post
Road is under consideration as a future standalone Capital Improvement Program (CIP) project
to be designed, constructed, and maintained by the City of Dublin, excluding any commitments
of the developer as detailed in the Infrastructure Agreement. Identifying Reserve A as a city-led
project provides City Council the option of deferring final determination of the preservation of
historic structures located outside the extent of the stormwater management basin. Specifically,
Council may defer a decision on preservation/demolition of the home, barn, granary and cellar
until the gateway improvement is designed. This strategy provides additional time to
thoughtfully coordinate the design of Reserve A with the Post Road Interchange construction
and to incorporate a city entrance feature. City Council will have the opportunity to review the
project scope and design details as part of the CIP update process as well as with the bid
acceptance for the project.

Neighborhood Engagement

The developer has engaged the surrounding neighbors by sharing the development plan with a
representative of the Post Preserve HOA, which was subsequently distributed to the
neighborhood. Similarly, City of Dublin staff has been in regular contact with surrounding
neighbors to ensure the latest information regarding the US-33/SR 161/Post Road interchange,
including allowance for a right-in-right-out at Post Preserve Boulevard, and Hyland Glen
subdivision are made available. The neighborhood is supportive of a new single-family
neighborhood in lieu of the previously proposed ACLF. Single-family lots of comparable sizes to
the existing neighborhoods are particularly appreciated along the north and east bounds of the
site.

Community Plan

The Community Plan is a key policy document adopted by City Council to guide decision-making
for the future of Dublin’'s natural and built environments. When a rezoning is under
consideration it is important to consider the Community Plan recommendations.

Future Land Use Classifications

The Community Plan identifies two future land use classifications for the proposed site: the
northern third is Suburban Residential Low Density (1-2 dwelling units per acre), and the
southern two thirds is Mixed Residential Low Density (up to 3 dwelling units per acre).
Specifically:

Suburban Residential Low Density (1-2 du/ac)

“Modern suburban residential pattern that characterizes most development in Dublin.
Residences are primarily composed of single-family dwellings on lot sizes that commonly
average 0.25-acre. Public services are necessary, and larger projects may include a mix of
densities that together do not exceed the average density.”

Mixed Residential Low Density (Up to 3.0 du/ac)
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“Areas are intended to provide a mix of housing options and transition from existing single-
family neighborhoods at a typical density of 3.0 du/ac.”

Proposal
The proposal is for development of 102 residential lots with 12.4 acres of open space on

a 42.5 acre site. The proposed density is 2.4 dwelling units to the acre, which aligns
with the Community Plan recommendations of up to 113 lots under the two future land
use recommendations.

Northwest Glacier Ridge — Special Area Plan

General

The Area Plan highlights a need to protect the rural and natural character of the area, and
encourages context sensitive roadway design with native and naturalized plantings incorporated
into open spaces, varying setbacks, and rights-of-way. Additionally, the Special Area Plan
includes a specific recommendation to “preserve farmstead structures for integration with open
space setbacks”. Further detail regarding historic preservation is provided below.

Proposal
The proposed development is consistent with the established character of the Hyland-

Croy Road corridor by providing a variable 100-foot setback and is consistent with the
adjacent neighborhood lot sizes along the north and east boundaries. The plan
incorporates preservation of select historic structures into the Gateway Reserve (Reserve
A).

Historic and Cultural Resources

The site contains a historic farmstead located at the intersection of Hyland-Croy Road and Post
Road. The Gorden Farmstead dates to the early 20" century, with a series of structures built
and demolished over time between 1900 and 2010. Today, the farmstead is comprised of a
series of structures, with approximate periods of construction: a house (1900-1930, 1955), a
barn (early 1900s), milking parlor (later addition to barn), cow shed (1900-1930s), milk house
(early 1900s), tool shed (1980), steer shed (much later addition to barn), granary (early
1900s), and cellar (1930s). Previously demolished structures, with year demolished, include an
outhouse (1962), chicken house (2010), and tool shed (2010).

The farmstead is not under the purview of the Architectural Review Board as it is not listed on
Appendix G: Outlying Historic Properties. Although it is considered in the City’s 2017 Historic
and Cultural Assessment (HCA), which identified the farmstead, as a unit, is ‘Recommended
Eligible’ for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). Although noted that a number of
the structures have been modified overtime and/or have fallen into disrepair. The structures
were not individually evaluated at the time.

The property has been visited and reviewed by Preservation Designs, the City's historic
preservation consultant, Structural Erectors, a construction firm with expertise in historic
structures, numerous City staff from a variety of departments, and a representative of the
Dublin Historic Society. Preservation Designs performed a detailed review of the existing
structures and Structural Erectors provided a cost estimate to rehabilitate, stabilize, or demolish
each structure. Additionally, staff reviewed the demolition criteria for historic structures set
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forth in the ARB Code recognizing that this property is not subject to the criteria. Full reports
are provided in Council’s packet with the findings summarized below.

Preservation Designs

Preservation Designs evaluated the property as a group of historic structures as well as the nine
individual historic structures (A-1). The evaluation takes into account the City’s 2017 HCA and
provides a more detailed review.

Preservation Designs concluded that the entire complex, with exception of the tool shed, is an
excellent example of a twentieth-century farmstead and is eligible as a whole complex for the
National Register of Historic Places under Criteria A (event) and Criteria C (design/construction).
Additionally, the barn (B) and the farmhouse (A) were each determined to be eligible under
Criteria C on their individual merit due to the construction technique and overall integrity. The
remaining structures were noted to contribute to the overall farmstead complex and
recommended to be retained if the City were to retain a majority of the structures but not
recommended to be retained if only a portion of structures are preserved.

Structural Erectors (SE)

Structural Erectors provided estimated costs for rehabilitation and demolition of each structure
are based on Preservation Designs report dated June 30, 2021 and on a site visit on October 7,
2021. The farmhouse, barn, milking parlor, cow shed, milk house, steer shed, granary, and
cellar were evaluated. The tool shed was not evaluated. The cow shed (D), milk house (E), tool
shed (F), and steer shed (G) are within the area of influence of the proposed stormwater
management basin and are proposed to be demolished.
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Historic Analysis

The farmstead is not under the purview of the Architectural Review Board as it is located
outside of the Historic District and is not identified on Appendix G. For reference purposes, staff
has reviewed the proposed demolition against the review criteria to provide a frame of
reference for Council’s review. For contributing properties, the review criteria focus on whether
an economic hardship exists necessitating demolition. It is important to note that the City is not
seeking an economic return on investment.

1) Will all economically viable use of the property be deprived without approval of the
demolition?

2) Will the reasonable investment-backed expectations of the property owner be maintained
without approval of the demolition?

3) Was the economic hardship created or exacerbated by the property owner?

The use of these above criteria are intended to understand the property owner’s future use and
economic viability of the property, and whether retaining the historic structures impairs that
future use. The proposal is the complete redevelopment of the Gorden property for residential
development in alignment with the Future Land Use recommendations. The Community Plan
recognizes the historic farmstead and recommends the retention of structures to preserve the
historic character. The Gateway Reserve has been identified and set aside to provide a gateway
amenity at the Hyland-Croy and Post Roads intersection, and US-33/SR 161 interchange that
include the retention of historic structures, passive amenities and required stormwater
management for the larger redevelopment of the remainder of the site. The development
proposal strives to balance development potential, infrastructure improvements, stormwater
management, and historic preservation. As identified, four structures are required to be
removed to accommodate the required stormwater basin and associated grading, which include
the cow shed, milk house, tool shed, and steer shed. The remaining structures on the site
include farmhouse, cellar, barn, milking parlor and granary and require Council's determination
regarding retention or demolition. The following analysis provides an overview of the findings to
assist with this determination.
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Historic Structure Analysis
NRHP Eligible Rehabilitate Demolish
(%) (€))
A. Farmhouse Complex and 250,000 19,800
Individually
B. Barn Complex and 19,600 N/A
Individually
C. Milking Parlor Complex 19,400 8,700
D. Cow Shed Complex 28,400 9,200
(To be removed - conflicts with stormwater)
E. Milk House Complex 4,800 3,800
(To be removed - conflicts with stormwater)
F. Tool Shed N/A N/A N/A
(To be removed - no historic value/conflicts with
stormwater)
G. Steer Shed Complex 21,800 5,800
(To be removed - conflicts with stormwater)
H. Granary Complex 28,300 5,800
1. Cellar Complex 12,300 3,800

A. Farmhouse

The exterior of the home has undergone significant alterations, but overall the home was
identified as an excellent example of an early 20" century farmhouse and maintains excellent
interior integrity. The structural analysis identified foundation problems related to water,
structural issues with the roof, as well as aesthetic alterations needed (roof replacement,
painting and interior/exterior details). This structure was identified with the largest cost to
rehabilitate.

B. Barn

The barn was identified as an excellent example of an early 20" century barn and demonstrates
detailed historic construction technique (mortise and tenon with saw cut patterns). Minor
repairs were identified that include wood siding repairs and painting.

C. Milking Parlor
The parlor was attached to the barn as a later addition. It requires stabilization or removal to

address the structure issues identified or it will impact the barn. The parlor was identified to
need extensive roof and structural repairs and replacement.

D. Cow Shed (to be removed - conflicts with stormwater)

The cow shed is adjacent to the barn and milking parlor, but structurally independent. The
analysis identified structural decay to the foundation walls, framing and exterior over time. The
cow shed was identified to need extensive roof and structural repairs and replacement.

E. Milk House (to be removed - conflicts with stormwater)
The milk house includes a cinder block masonry construction with minor deterioration, and the
analysis identified painting and roof replacement.
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F. Tool Shed (no historic value/to be removed)
The tool shed is not considered eligible and was not evaluated.

G. Steer Shed (to be demolished - conflicts with stormwater)
The steer shed was identified to have structural decay to the foundation, framing and exterior
over time. The analysis identified the need for wood repairs, paint and roof replacement.

H. Granary
The granary is located on the axis with the barn and includes the same circular saw cuts as the

barn, which emphasizes a unique relationship between the barn and the granary. Moderate
deterioration was identified and steps should be taken to stabilize. The analysis identified the
need for wood repairs, paint, roof replacement, and wood foundation repair.

I. Cellar

The cellar was not identified as a distinctive construction, but the location and date provide
relationship to the farmhouse. The analysis identified the need for wood repairs, paint and roof
replacement.

Recommendation

Staff considered the location of the site and particularly the home at the exit ramp of the
US-33/SR 161/Post Road Interchange improvements and adjacent shared use path.
Staff reviewed the programmatic requirements that would be needed to ensure the
historic areas are accessible (i.e. parking, restrooms), as well as site programming as
the majority of our historic barns are a passive amenity excluding the Coffman
Homestead which has extensive grounds, parking, and restrooms. Staff has discussed
alternative measures to represent the homestead could be remembered should not all
structures be retained. The final details of the landscape design including preservation,
passive/programming, plant selections, City entrance feature, and other amenities will
be developed as a CIP project lead by the City of Dublin with City Council’s review and
approval

In consideration of all factors outlined above, staff recommends preservation of two
historic structures with this development, which include the barn and the granary with
all other structures recommended to be removed. The preservation of these two
structures (barn and granary) retain the relationship between the outbuildings as one of
the most unique attributes of a farmstead, and provide the opportunity to preserve
Dublin’s past while also providing integration with future improvements in the area.
Should Council determine preservation of structures in addition to the barn and the
granary require further consideration, the determination on additional structures may be
deferred to consideration of a future CIP project.

Thoroughfare Plan

Hyland-Croy Road is located within Union County’s jurisdiction. The planned right-of-way width
identified in the Thoroughfare Plan is 100 feet. The Thoroughfare Plan calls for Hyland-Croy
Road to be a rural character roadway, which is characterized by generous setbacks ranging
from 100 to 200 feet, integration of open views and vistas into adjacent development,
naturalized landscaping focusing on native species, and the use of trees, fencerows or
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woodland plantings to provide additional screening. Final detail of how these characteristics are
achieved will be provided in the final development plan.

Proposal
The project provides the necessary 50 feet of additional right-of-way required by the

Community Plan. The plan also accommodates ample space to establish a rural
character roadway along Hyland-Croy Road.

Overview

Site

The 42.5 acre site is comprised of two parcels and has approximately 3,300 feet of frontage
along Hyland-Croy Road and 500 feet of frontage along Post Road. Each parcel contains a
residence with access to Hyland-Croy Road. A historic farmstead is located along Post Road.
The site is surrounded by established single-family neighborhoods. Three existing street
connections stub into the undeveloped site: Springview Lane, Stillhouse Lane, and Holbein
Drive.

Preliminary Development Plan

Three sections of development are proposed. Section 1 contains 40 lots in the ‘middle’ of the
site between Springview Lane and the South Fork of the Indian Run. Section 2 contains 33 lots
south of Springview Lane and north of the Gateway Reserve. Section 3 contains 29 lots north of
the South Fork of Indian Run and south of Park Place.

The main access into the site is from Hyland-Croy Road onto Moorland Drive, which is centrally
located along the frontage of the site. There are two secondary access points along Hyland-
Croy Road: a restricted access point at Springview Lane and full access point at Holbein Drive. A
connection is provided through Stillhouse Lane to the Post Preserve subdivision. Approximately
12.4 acres of open space are provided across reserves (A-F). Reserve A is a community
Gateway Reserve. The final design of the Gateway Reserve is not under consideration with the
preliminary development plan request and will be considered by City Council with a future CIP
project with the exception of the stormwater management basin including historic structures
within the area of influence of the basin as set forth in the Infrastructure Agreement.

Details

Uses/Density

Hyland Glen permits single-family residential, parks and open space, model homes and sales
offices, and home occupation.

The density proposed is 2.4 dwelling units to the acre (du/ac). Surrounding neighborhood
densities are as follows:

Post Preserve — 1.85 du/ac

Park Place — 1.54 du/ac
Wyndham Village — 1.9 du/ac
Autumn Rose Woods — 1.55 du/ac
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Development Standards
Minimum Requirements
Requirement Interior Lots Perimeter Lots
Lot Area 6,660 sq. ft.
Lot Width 60 feet south of Indian Run; 70 feet north of Indian Run
Lot Depth 110 ft.
Front Yard Setback 20 ft.
Side Yard Setback* 5 ft. 7.5 ft., except lots 48 and 55 then 10 ft.
is required adjacent to Post
Preserve
Rear Yard Setback* 10 ft. 25 ft. for north; 30 ft. for east
Minimum Distance 12 ft.
Between Structures
Max. Lot Coverage 70% 60%
Parking 2 garage spaces and 2 driveway spaces per home

*Patios may not encroach into any sethack

Architecture/Building Materials

Four base single-family homes are proposed, which include a variety of architectural styles
(Craftsman, Euro, and Traditional) to meet architectural diversity requirements defined in the
development text. The color palette is proposed to consist of natural earth tones in a warm and
cool hues. Homes fronting Hyland-Croy Road are required to have additional architectural
elements including, but not limited to a stone/synthetic stone watertable, shutters with operable
hardware, or masonry entry piers.

The development text permits 1-2-story homes with a maximum height of 35 feet, which is
consistent with the Code allowances in residential zoning districts. The proposal is to permit a
variety of primary cladding materials, specifically all-natural materials, including: brick, stone,
manufactured stone, wood, engineered wood, fiber cement siding, stucco or any combination
thereof. The text also defines trim materials permitted for trim that include: wood, PVC, foam,
and fiber cement products. Foam trim is not permitted at ground level. Permitted roof materials
are dimensional asphalt shingles (240lbs/sq weight) and metal standing seam. Windows are
permitted to be vinyl.

Front loaded garages are permitted, and decorative doors with stamped pattern and hardware
are required. Garage doors are permitted to be up to 50 percent to be consistent with other
neighborhoods previously approved in Dublin. Storage sheds are prohibited within the
subdivision while fences and pools are permitted per Code.
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Open Space
Seven reserves of open space are proposed to be established. Details are as follows:

Open Space Reserve Ownership and Maintenance

Reserve Description Ownership | Maintenance
A 2.0-acres Gateway Reserve located at intersection of Post and City City
(Gateway) Hyland-Glen Roads including historic structures, shared-use
Future paths, and agricultural landscaping to be determined as
CIP part of a future CIP project. Stormwater basin and other
Project improvements required of the developer by the
Infrastructure Agreement will be detailed with the FDP
B 0.7-acre Hyland-Croy Road setback south of Springview Lane. City HOA
The reserve includes entry features and a shared-use path.
C 1.0-acre Hyland-Croy Road setback between Springview Lane City HOA

and Moorland Drive. The reserve includes entry features
and a shared-use path.

D Each 3.8-acres open space reserves north of Moorland Drive and City City/HOA*
south of Holbein Drive. The South Fork of the Indian Run
divides the two reserves. The area includes two stormwater
management basins, entry features, and shared-use paths

E and will also provide for a continuation of the open space

- i . City City/HOA™*
and wildlife corridor from Indian Run Meadows west
through Red Trabue along the South Fork of the Indian
Run.
F 1.1-acre in size and is the Hyland-Croy Road setback north of City HOA

Holbein Drive. The reserve includes entry features and a
shared-use path.

*The City shall only maintain storm water management basins and appurtenances thereto which serve storm water
functionality

An Open Space Maintenance proforma has been provided, as a condition of approval, to City
Council for consideration. The proforma is intended to anticipate HOA maintenance costs and
dues. The proforma excludes the Gateway Reserve as it will be owned, designed, and
maintained by the City. Parks Operations reviewed the proforma and found it to be consistent
with present day costs, and recommends the budget be revised to include costs for weekly bed
maintenance.

Transportation Analysis

Traffic Impact Study

As the property is requesting rezoning for the proposed land uses, the applicant is required to
have a Traffic Impact Study (TIS) performed by a qualified professional engineer. The TIS
models the traffic on the existing roadways, evaluates impacts of the additional traffic on the
surrounding roadway network, and recommends mitigation measures for these impacts.

In July 2021, the applicant submitted a TIS as required for this rezoning application, which was
considered prior to the September 16, 2021 PZC meeting. The City of Dublin and the Union
County Engineer’s Office are partners in the review of the TIS as Hyland-Croy Road is within
Union County’s jurisdiction. The initial study provided an analysis of the anticipated traffic
generated by the proposed development. The study provided at the time of the PZC hearing
recommended certain improvements to mitigate the anticipated development traffic impacts,
but was not yet accepted by the City of Dublin or the Union County Engineer’s Office.
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Most recently, an amended and revised TIS was submitted on October 20, 2021 and is under
review. The TIS should be finalized and accepted by both the City of Dublin and the Union
County Engineer. As a result of the unique relationship between this proposed development
and the planned Post Preserve access modifications associated with the programmed US-33/SR
161/Post Road Interchange Improvements, a non-traditional funding approach is being
proposed to address the transportation improvements necessary for this development. As a
companion to this rezoning, an Infrastructure Agreement is proposed and will be considered by
City Council through a separate Ordinance being considered concurrently with the rezoning
application.

The Infrastructure Agreement will address regional transportation improvements, the internal
roadways in the development, intersection improvements, gateway entrance features, right-of-
way and easement dedications, and necessary utility extensions. Additionally, the Agreement
establishes the cost sharing commitments for the applicant and City while also determining the
phasing and timing to the necessary improvements.

Interchange Improvements

The plans for improvements to the interchange at
US-33/SR 161/Post Road interchange include a
realignment of the northbound off-ramp US-33/SR
161 to align with the current intersection of Hyland-
Croy Road and Post Road (see image). The ramps
will not align with any vehicular access points
proposed with this development. Although
previously a roundabout, the intersection control at
the northbound off-ramp US-33/SR 161, Hyland-
Croy Road, and Post Road will nhow be a traffic
signal. The proposed access points for this
development will connect to Hyland-Croy Road at
locations located nearly 800 feet to the north for
the nearest intersection and over 2,700 feet away
from the northern most proposed access point.

Stormwater Management and Utilities

The proposal includes the construction of multiple stormwater management basins, storm
sewer pipes, and associated structures to meet stormwater management requirements set
forth in Chapter 53 of the City of Dublin Code of Ordinances. The applicant has located and
sized these facilities based on a stormwater management report that analyzed the existing and
anticipated drainage for the area and has provided calculations for the sizing of the retention
basins and storm sewer pipes. The applicant will need to continue to work with Engineering to
demonstrate compliance with Chapter 53.

A stream corridor protection zone is located near the northern third of the proposed site. This
area has been delineated and has been kept free of proposed buildings, stormwater
management facilities and other prohibited uses in this zone.
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Access to public water for domestic and fire protection use will be available by the construction
of new public water main from the south along Hyland-Croy Road. Additionally, this proposal
provides for the construction of new public water main within the development, including new
fire hydrants.

New public sanitary sewer is proposed with this development to provide access for the
proposed lots. This will connect to existing sanitary sewer located to the east of this
development.

Recommendation of the Planning and Zoning Commission

At the September 16, 2021 Planning and Zoning Commission meeting, Staff recommended
approval to the Commission. The Planning and Zoning Commission recommended approval (6-
1) to City Council finding the recommendations of the Community Plan and criteria in the
Zoning Code met with conditions. The applicant has addressed all conditions that are required
to be addressed prior to City Council’s review.

Preliminary Development Plan/Rezoning Conditions:

1) The applicant work with the City’s landscape Zoning Inspector to ensure the tree
survey, tree preservation plan, tree removal/replacement plan, and landscape plan are
updated as detailed in this Staff Report with the Final Development Plan submittal.

2) The applicant submit a proforma detailing anticipated open space maintenance costs for
the City and HOA prior to submitting the rezoning for consideration by City Council.

3) The applicant continue to work with the City of Dublin and Union County to complete
the traffic impact study to the satisfaction of the City Engineer and the Union County
Engineer, prior to submitting the rezoning for consideration by City Council.

4) That the applicant work with the City of Dublin and Union County to develop an
Infrastructure Agreement for consideration by City Council to be submitted in
conjunction with the Rezoning application to City Council.

5) The applicant continue to work with Engineering, prior to submittal of the Final
Development Plan, to ensure compliance with the City of Dublin Chapter 53 Stormwater
Management and Stream Protection Code.

6) The applicant work with the City of Dublin to finalize phasing of public streets prior to
submission to City Council to the satisfaction of the City Engineer.

7) The applicant revise the development text to eliminate thin-brick as a permitted building

material.

8) The applicant revise the development text to clarify ‘foam’ trim is not permitted at
ground level,

9) The applicant revise the development text to prohibit patio encroachments into any
setback.

10) The applicant revise the development text to require a minimum distance between
structures (MDBS) of 12 feet.

City Council Recommendation
Staff recommends approval to City Council of Ordinance 82-21 at the second reading/public
hearing on November 15, 2021.
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D.C.0. 153.055(A) — Preliminary Development Plan Criteria

1) The proposed development is consistent with the purpose, intent and applicable standards of the
Zoning Code;

2) The proposed development is in conformity with Community Plan, Thoroughfare Plan, Bikeway
Plan, and other adopted plans or portions thereof as they may apply and will not unreasonably
burden the existing street network;

3) The proposed development advances the general welfare of the city and immediate vicinity and
will not impede the normal and orderly development and improvement of the surrounding areas;

4) The proposed uses are appropriately located in the city so that the use and value of property
within and adjacent to the area will be safeguarded;

5) Proposed residential development will have sufficient open space areas that meet the objectives
of the Community Plan;

6) The proposed development respects the unique characteristic of the natural features and
protects the natural resources of the site;

7) Adequate utilities, access roads, drainage, retention and/or necessary facilities have been or are
being provided;

8) Adequate measures have been or will be taken to provide ingress and egress designed to
minimize traffic congestion on the surrounding public streets and to maximize public safety and
to accommodate adequate pedestrian and bike circulation systems so that the proposed
development provides for a safe, convenient and non-conflicting circulation system for motorists,
bicyclists and pedestrians;

9) The relationship of buildings and structures to each other and to such other facilities provides for
the coordination and integration of this development within the PD and the larger community and
maintains the image of Dublin as a quality community;

10) The density, building gross floor area, building heights, setbacks, distances between buildings
and structures, yard space, design and layout of open space systems and parking areas, traffic
accessibility and other elements having a bearing on the overall acceptability of the development
plans contribute to the orderly development of land within the city;

11) Adequate provision is made for storm drainage within and through the site so as to maintain, as
far as practicable, usual and normal swales, water courses and drainage areas;

12) The design, site arrangement, and anticipated benefits of the proposed development justify any
deviation from the standard development regulations included in the Zoning Code or Subdivision
Regulation, and that any such deviations are consistent with the intent of the Planned
Development District regulations;

13) The proposed building design meets or exceeds the quality of the building designs in the
surrounding area and all applicable appearance standards of the city;

14) The proposed phasing of development is appropriate for the existing and proposed infrastructure
and is sufficiently coordinated among the various phases to ultimately yield the intended overall
development;

15) The proposed development can be adequately serviced by existing or planned public
improvements and not impair the existing public service system for the area;

16) The applicant's contributions to the public infrastructure are consistent with the Thoroughfare
Plan and are sufficient to service the new development.






HYLAND GLEN REZONING STATEMENT

2021-07-26

l. Introduction

The Hyland Glen Planned Unit Development District is being created in order to provide a residential front
door to the City of Dublin at Hyland-Croy and Post Roads. It will provide a transition of homes and lot
sizes from the existing Post Preserve and Park Place neighborhoods to a new commercial corridor along
the western side of Hyland-Croy Road (within Jerome Township) and the southern portion of Post Road.
These areas will see increased commercial development and traffic from a new interchange off ramp from
US 33. Property to the west and northwest of the site is currently zoned Planned District for commercial
and multi-family housing in Jerome Township. Property to the south of the proposed zoning district is
anticipated to develop commercially in the future as well.

This community will provide for the development of single-family homes on fee simple lots with public
streets and open space. This community will be located west of and adjacent to the existing Post Preserve
residential subdivision and south of and adjacent to the Park Place residential subdivision. Lots within the
proposed zoning district that share a common boundary with those subdivisions will include single-family
homes with lot sizes and setbacks that are similar to those located in the already-developed communities.
The lot sizes within the proposed community will provide a transition from north to south and east to west
as a buffer from anticipated commercial uses to the west and south.

This proposal will also provide for the extension of three public streets stubbed into the eastern boundary
line of the proposed zoning district (Post Preserve) and will provide connectivity to Hyland-Croy Road.
The leisure trail system along Hyland-Croy Road and from the Post Preserve neighborhood will be
extended into and through this site.

1. State how the proposed rezoning relates to existing land use character of the vicinity and to
the Dublin Community Plan.

The proposed rezoning relates to the existing land use character in the vicinity as detailed in Item | above.
It also meets the recommendations of the Community Plan. The Community Plan recommends Mixed
Residential Low Density (southern 2/3rds of the site) and Suburban Residential — Low Density (northern
1/3 of the site.) The land use recommendations call for a maximum density of 3 dwelling units per acre
and to provide a mix of housing options and transition from existing single family neighborhoods. This
proposed community seeks a density of approximately 2.4 units per acre.

. Explain how the proposed rezoning meets the criteria of the Planned Districts 153.052 (B)

The proposed PUD has been designed in accordance with the standards of Dublin City Codes and
accepted planning principles to ensure the use of land, buildings, and other structures are sensitive to the
surrounding built environment and respectful of anticipated future land uses in the area. The lot sizes of
the residential uses being provided makes the planned district form of zoning appropriate for this
proposal. The physical relationship of buildings and other site improvements to one another and
surrounding open space, as created by building size, mass, height, shape, and setbacks, shall result in a
harmonious development within the PUD and adjacent properties.

Iv. If a previous application to rezone the property has been denied by City Council within the
last twelve months, list when and state the basis for reconsideration as noted in 153.234

Not Applicable.



HYLAND GLEN PRELIMINARY PLAT STATEMENT

2021-07-26

. Explain the proposed development and/or use of lots providing type and number of dwelling
units and type of business or industry.

The Hyland Glen Planned Unit Development District is approximately 42.5 acres and will contain 102 fee
simple single family lots with public streets. The neighborhood will provide a transition in density and lot
sizes from Post Preserve homes to future commercial along the west side of Hyland Croy in Jerome
Township. Lot sizes will range from a minimum of 60 feet to 80 feet and wider. Park and open space
areas are provided throughout the site. A community park is proposed at Post and Hyland Croy which
preserves significant historic structures from the Gorden Homestead. The development of single-family
homes will be as provided in the Development Standards below. The development of the site will facilitate
needed future connections from Post Preserve to Hyland Croy Road. The future Post Road Interchange
improvements will require closure of the Post Preserve entrance at Post Road.

. State how the proposed rezoning relates to existing land use character of the vicinity, to the
Dublin Community Plan and any other applicable standards and the Residential Appearance
Standards.

The proposed PUD rezoning relates to the existing land use character in the vicinity as detailed in ltem |
above. It also meets the recommendations of the Community Plan. The Community Plan recommends
Mixed Residential Low Density (southern 2/3rds of the site) and Suburban Residential — Low Density
(northern 1/3 of the site.) The land use recommendations call for a maximum density of 3 dwelling units
per acre and to provide a mix of housing options and transition from existing single family neighborhoods.
This proposed community seeks a density of approximately 2.4 units per acre.

The proposed development has been designed to applicable standards of the Dublin City Codes and will
meet the intent of the Residential Appearance Standards as indicated in the Preliminary Development
Text.

. State the type of sewerage disposal proposed for the development if public facilities are not
available. If other than a treatment plant, letters from OEPA and the County Health Department
stating what type of sewerage disposal will be approved.

The proposed PUD will be served by public sanitary sewer extensions from adjacent development.



HYLAND GLEN ZONING LEGAL DESCRIPTION

Parcel Description of 42.553 Acres

Situated in the State of Ohio, County of Union, Township of Jerome, Virginia Military District Survey No.
3452, begin those 43.523 and 1.949 acre tracts conveyed to Denise Ann Gorden Trustee and Roger Warren
Gorden Trustee by deeds of record in Official Records 783, Page 368 and Page 376, (all references are to the
records of the Recorder’s Office, Union County, Ohio) and being more particularly described as follows:

BEGINNING at the northwesterly corner of the remainder of said 43.523 acre tract, the northeasterly
corner of that 2.919 acre tract conveyed to the Union County Board of Commissioners by deed of record in
Instrument Number 201903280002067, in the southerly line of the subdivision entitled “Park Place Section 1”, of
record in Plat Book 5, Page 33;

Thence North 85° 33’ 49” East, with said southerly line, a distance of 541.86 feet to the northwesterly
corner of the subdivision entitled “Post Preserve Section 3", of record in Plat Book 5, Page 161;

Thence South 04° 16’ 31" East, with the westerly lines of said “Post Preserve Section 3", the subdivision
entitled “Post Preserve Section 2”, of record in Plat Book 5, Page 91, and the subdivision entitled “Post Preserve
Section 1”, of record in Plat Book 5, Page 66, a distance of 3525.04 feet to the most northerly corner of that 0.564
acre tract conveyed to the City of Dublin by deed of record in Official Record 307, Page 88, being in the westerly
right-of-way line of Post Preserve Road;

Thence with said westerly right-of-way line, with the arc of a curve to the left, having a central angle of 13°
12’ 46”, a radius of 639.79 feet, an arc length of 147.54 feet, a chord bearing of South 46° 41’ 09” West and
chord distance of 147.21 feet;

Thence with said westerly right-of-way line of Post Preserve Road, the northerly right-of-way line of Post
Road and the easterly right-of-way line of said Hyland-Croy Road by deeds of record in Official Record 307,
Page 88, Official Record 796, Page 529 and Official Record 796, Page 523, the following courses and distances:

South 83° 38’ 47” West, a distance of 12.40 feet;

North 52° 45’ 27” West, a distance of 210.05 feet;
North 60° 55’ 15” West, a distance of 76.06 feet;

North 55° 07’ 57” West, a distance of 81.39 feet;

North 25° 23’ 15” West, a distance of 131.24 feet;
North 09° 37’ 47” West, a distance of 95.61 feet;

North 07° 10’ 09” West, a distance of 110.71 feet;
North 19° 31’ 55” West, a distance of 202.55 feet;
North 12° 15’ 36” West, a distance of 125.47 feet;
North 04° 15’ 16” West, a distance of 2118.08 feet; and

North 04° 13’ 32” West, a distance of 618.34 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING, containing 42.553 acres,
more or less.

EVANS, MECHWART, HAMBLETON & TILTON, INC.

2021-04-21



HYLAND GLEN

PID

1700290130010

1700290131010
1700290140000

1700310291000

1700310381020
1700310390010
3900290061290
3900290061300
3900290061310
3900290061320
3900290061330
3900290061340
3900290061350
3900290130020
3900290131010
3900290140000
3900290162000
3900290162010
3900290162020
3900290162030
3900290162040
3900290162050
3900290162060
3900290162150
3900290162160
3900290162200
3900290162210
3900290162220
3900290162230
3900290162240
3900290162440
3900290162450
3900290162460
3900290162470
3900290162480
3900290162490
3900290162500
3900290162510
3900290163000
3900290163010
3900290163030
3900290163040
3900290163050
3900290163060
3900290163070
3900290163080
3900290163250
3900290163310
3900290163320
3900290163330
3900290163340
3900290163350

List of Property Owners within 150 Feet

Name

Union County Board of Commissioners
City of Dublin
City of Dublin

Hawkins Family Partnership, LTD

Paul & Mary Jacquemin

John Lawrence Wirchanski

Bortman & Linda Jung

Ryan & Becky Crawford Trustees
Cherie & Bret Busby

Angel & Carolina Kowalski

Kiyong & Min Kim Ahn

Lawrence A Cappetto Il & Larissa Mehling
City of Dublin

Union County Board of Commissioners
City of Dublin

Roger Warren & Ann Gorden Trustees
Sameer Waregaonkar & Shiraskar Madhuri
Keith & Leslie Hammond

Sharma & Madhavi Appala
Christopher M & Sherry L Fleury
Mukesh & Sarala Singh

H & N Real Properties, LLC

Christopher & Tamara Novy Trustees
Rajesh Shah & Gupta Mridula

Jeffrey & Kathleen Smith

Donald W. Dozer & Tonya E. Dozer
Bharathi & Chandra Modupalli

Murthy Ravikumar & Sheeta Ankalkoti
Ripal & Komal Patel

City of Dublin

Michael Sierra & Elizabeth Galban-Sierra
Hanbin & Mary Pang

Divya Rebala & Kotireddy Chakradar
Rupinder & Parminder Kaur
Rajasekhar & Jyothi Kokeragadda
Tajuddin Mohammed & Rubi Taj

Kevin Quinn

Naga & Bhagya Kalle

Zobeida Monserrate & Mateo Carmelo
Charles & Sarah Sanders

Robert & Susan Speeney

Nagamurali Kodali & Vemulapalli Smithna
Tarek Chidiac

Shilpa & Apurwa Naik

Xue Dian Chen

Sanijiv & Dipshri Walke

City of Dublin

Brent & Jodie Bahnub

Williom & Kerry Razor

Jiancheng & Nan Li Tang

Srikranti & Gogineni Nandigam
Bornain & Lin Chiu

Address

233 W 6TH ST
5200 EMERALD PKWY
5200 EMERALD PKWY

6001 34 STN

10030 NEW CALIFORNIA DR
7010 INDUSTRIAL PKWY
6851 PARK MILL DR

6859 PARK MILL DR

5368 AUBREY LOOP

6875 PARK MILL DR

6883 PARK MILL DR

6891 PARK MILL DR

5200 EMERALD PKWY

233 W 6™ ST

5200 EMERALD PKWY
7866 HARRIOTT RD

6957 POST PRESERVE BLVD
6965 POST PRESERVE BLVD
251/2 POST PL

6981 POST PRESERVE BLVD
6989 POST PRESERVE BLVD
7191 SPRINGVIEW LN
7225 SPRINGVIEW LN
7234 SPRINGVIEW LN
7226 SPRINGVIEW LN
6925 POST PRESERVE BLVD
6933 POST PRESERVE BLVD
PO BOX 5177

6949 POST PRESERVE BLVD
5200 EMERALD PKWY

200 E JACKSON STREET
7019 BLAKEMORE LN
7027 BLAKEMORE LN
7035 BLAKEMORE LN
7043 BLAKEMORE LN

7051 BLAKEMORE LN
7059 BLAKEMORE LN
7067 BLAKEMORE LN
6834 STILLHOUSE LN
6842 STILLHOUSE LN

6800 ROYAL PLUME DR
4741 TUTTLES WOODS DR
6816 ROYAL PLUME DR
6824 ROYAL PLUME DR
6832 ROYAL PLUME DR
6840 ROYAL PLUME DR
5200 EMERALD PKWY
6849 HOLBEIN DR

6857 HOLBEIN DR

6864 ROYAL PLUME DR
6856 ROYAL PLUME DR
6848 ROYAL PLUME DR

ADJACENT OWNERS

Mailing City State

MARYSVILLE OH
DUBLIN OH
DUBLIN OH
ST A
PETERSBURG

PLAIN CITY OH
PLAIN CITY OH
DUBLIN OH
DUBLIN OH
DUBLIN OH
DUBLIN OH
DUBLIN OH
DUBLIN OH
DUBLIN OH
MARYSVILLE OH
DUBLIN OH
DUBLIN OH
DUBLIN OH
DUBLIN OH
NEWARK OH
DUBLIN OH
DUBLIN OH
DUBLIN OH
DUBLIN OH
DUBLIN OH
DUBLIN OH
DUBLIN OH
DUBLIN OH
NEWARK OH
DUBLIN OH
DUBLIN OH
MUNCIE IN
DUBLIN OH
DUBLIN OH
DUBLIN OH
DUBLIN OH
DUBLIN OH
DUBLIN OH
DUBLIN OH
DUBLIN OH
DUBLIN OH
DUBLIN OH
DUBLIN OH
DUBLIN OH
DUBLIN OH
DUBLIN OH
DUBLIN OH
DUBLIN OH
DUBLIN OH
DUBLIN OH
DUBLIN OH
DUBLIN OH
DUBLIN OH

ZIP
Code

43040
43017
43017

33714

43064
43064
43016
43016
43016
43016
43016
43016
43016
43040
43016
43017
43016
43016
43055
43016
43016
43016
43016
43016
43016
43016
43016
43058
43016
43016
47305
43016
43016
43016
43016
43016
43016
43016
43016
43016
43016
43016
43016
43016
43016
43016
43016
43016
43016
43016
43016
43016



HYLAND GLEN

PID

1700310291000
1700310291030
1700310381010
1700310390010
3900010090010
3900010100000
3900010110000
3900010121010
3900290061000
3900290061100
3900290061110
3900290061240
3900290061250
3900290061280
3900290130010
3900290162070
3900290162080
3900290162090
3900290162170
3900290162180
3900290162260
3900290162270
3900290162280
3900290162290
3900290162300
3900290162310
3900290162320
3900290162410
3900290162420
3900290162430
3900290162700
3900290162710
3900290162720
3900290162730
3900290162740
3900290162750
3900290162980
3900290162990
3900290163020
3900290163190
3900290163200
3900290163210
3900290163290
3900290163300
3900290163410
3900290163420
3900290163430

ADJACENT OWNERS

List of Property Owners within 300 Feet (These in addition to above.)

Name

Hawkins Family Partnership LTD

City of Dublin

Paul & Mary Jacquemin

John Wirchanski

City of Dublin

S G LA Myers LTD/City of Dublin2
City of Dublin

City of Dublin

City of Dublin

Anjali Gupta

Deep & Pooja Nema

Susheella Tridandapani

Sean C Madigan

Ha Rim & Jiyon Shin Choi

Roger Warren & Ann Gorden Trustees
Jonathan Gibbs, Amber Gibbs

Pei Jun Xu, Yang Liu Xu

Srinivasa & Lakshmi Sanga

Ash Syed & Roohi Quraishi Syed
Sridevi Bhima & Sivanaga Kalyanam
Elizabeth Gay

Kajan & Sivagini Vaithillingam
Santosh & Satyavati Bungle
Matthew & Jill Pechin

Ruchi & Anil Mishra

Vikrant & Sharada Mastoli

Lawrence & Cynthia Hanchin
Mohammed Naijjar

Aswani Vemuri & Sindhura Vemuri
Satya Sai Margani and Chandrakala Cheluvaiah
Michael & Mica Lockwood

Jagdish Phuloria & Bhagwait Phuloria
David & Diondra Steckel

Lynn McCallum & Sharron McCallum Trustees
Vijay Kumar Boddu

Graham & Shannon McCarthy
Jeremy & Ann Bradstreet
Christopher & Lisa Huesman

Michael & Jennifer Agdanowski
Jacqueline Davies

S Chauhan Real Estate X LLC

Nithin Vunnam & Kandi Divya

Ajay & Kavita Mital

Karl & Sharon Robison

Yibin Chen & Zhang Shan
Bhupendra & Daksha Mistry

Lunhan & Qian Shi Ding

Address
6001 34 STN
5200 EMERALD PKWY

10030 NEW CALIFORNIA

7010 INDUSTRIAL PKWY
5200 EMERALD PKWY

6728 HYLAND CROY RD
5200 EMERALD PKWY
5200 EMERALD PKWY
5200 EMERALD PKWY

7448 WISDOM LANE
7445 BARRISTER DR

7446 BARRISTER DR

7449 MARSTON LN

6843 PARK MILL DR

7866 HARRIOTT RD

7217 SPRINGVIEW LN
7209 SPRINGVIEW LN
6956 POST PRESERVE BLVD
7218 SPRINGVIEW LN
7005 POST PRESERVE BLVD
6890 POSTLAKE CT

6898 POSTLAKE CT

6908 POSTLAKE CT

6916 POST PRESERVE BLVD
6924 POST PRESERVE BLVD
6940 POST PRESERVE BLVD
6948 POST PRESERVE BLVD
7013 POST PRESERVE BLVD
7021 POST PRESERVE BLVD
7003 BLAKEMORE LN
7026 BLAKEMORE LN
7034 BLAKEMORE LN
7042 BLAKEMORE LN
7050 BLAKEMORE LN
7058 BLAKEMORE LN
7066 BLAKEMORE LN
6818 STILLHOUSE LN

6826 STILLHOUSE LN

6792 ROYAL PLUME DR
6831 ROYAL PLUME DR
9567 RIVERWAY RUN
6791 ROYAL PLUME DR
6833 HOLBEIN DR

6841 HOLBEIN DR

6863 ROYAL PLUME DR
6855 ROYAL PLUME DR
6847 ROYAL PLUME DR

Mailing City
ST
PETERSBURG

DUBLIN
PLAIN CITY

PLAIN CITY
DUBLIN

DUBLIN
DUBLIN
DUBLIN
DUBLIN

DUBLIN
DUBLIN
DUBLIN
DUBLIN
DUBLIN
DUBLIN
DUBLIN
DUBLIN
DUBLIN
DUBLIN
DUBLIN
DUBLIN
DUBLIN
DUBLIN
DUBLIN
DUBLIN
DUBLIN
DUBLIN
DUBLIN
DUBLIN
DUBLIN
DUBLIN
DUBLIN
DUBLIN
DUBLIN
DUBLIN
DUBLIN
DUBLIN
DUBLIN
DUBLIN
DUBLIN
POWELL
DUBLIN
DUBLIN
DUBLIN
DUBLIN
DUBLIN
DUBLIN

State

FL
OH

OH

OH
OH

OH
OH
OH
OH
OH
OH
OH
OH
OH
OH
OH
OH
OH
OH
OH
OH
OH
OH
OH
OH
OH
OH
OH
OH
OH
OH
OH
OH
OH
OH
OH
OH
OH
OH
OH
OH
OH
OH
OH
OH
OH
OH

ZIP
Code

33714
43017

43064

43064
43017

43017
43017
43017
43017

43016
43016
43017
43016
43016
43016
43016
43016
43016
43016
43016
43016
43016
43016
43016
43016
43016
43016
43016
43016
43016
43016
43016
43016
43016
43016
43016
43016
43016
43016
43016
43065
43016
43016
43016
43016
43016
43016



HYLAND GLEN PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT

PRELIMINARY DEVELOPMENT PLAN DEVELOPMENT TEXT

OcTOoBER 20, 2021
SITE DESCRIPTION

The site is approximately 42.5 acres and contains 102 single family lots. The neighborhood
provides a transition in density and lot sizes from single-family development in the City of Dublin
(east) to future commercial development in Jerome Township (west). The development facilitates
necessary connections from Post Preserve (Springview Lane, Stillhouse Lane, and Holbein Drive) to
Hyland-Croy Road due to US 33/SR 161 /Post Road Interchange improvements.

Lot sizes range from a minimum of 60 feet up to 80 feet and wider. Park and open space areas
are provided throughout the site. A gateway reserve is located at the intersection of Post Road
and Hyland-Croy Road, which preserves significant historic structures from the Gorden Farmstead.

The development of single-family homes will be as provided in the Development Standards below.

DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS:

A. Permitted Uses: Permitted uses shall be as follows:
1. Single-family detached residences.
2. Publicly or privately-owned parks and open spaces and storm water facilities.
3. Model homes and sales offices, in accordance with Dublin City Code Section 153.073(B).

4. Home occupation uses in association with a permitted dwelling, in accordance with Dublin
City Code Section 153.073(A).

B. Owners’ Association: Prior to commencing construction of the first residential lot, the
Developer shall establish a homeowners’ association (“HOA”) to govern the subdivision. The
written instruments that create the HOA shall be recorded with the Office of the Recorder of
Union County, Ohio and shall require each homeowner to pay an assessment charge to the HOA
for the purpose of funding the operations and obligations of the HOA.

C. Density, Lots and Setbacks:

1. Definitions:
For the purposes of the development standards set forth in this text:

a. Interior Lots shall be defined as lots with no property lines adjacent the east (Post
Preserve) and north (Park Place) boundaries of the site.

b. Perimeter Lots shall be defined as lots with a side or rear property line adjacent to the
east (Post Preserve) and north (Park Place) boundaries of the site.

2. Number of Units: There shall be a maximum of 102 residential lots, consisting of all single-
family homes.

Page 1 of 7



HYLAND GLEN PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT

PRELIMINARY DEVELOPMENT PLAN DEVELOPMENT TEXT

OcTOoBER 20, 2021

3. Lot Coverage:

a. Maximum lot coverage on interior lots shall not exceed 70%.

b. Maximum lot coverage for perimeter lots shall not exceed 60%.
4. Lot Widths and Depths; Frontage:

a. All lots shall front on a public street.

b. All lots shall have an average minimum lot depth of 110 feet and a minimum lot size of
6,600 square feet. Corner lots may have a lot depth less than 110 feet but not less
than 100 feet.

c. There shall be a minimum lot width of 60 feet for interior lots south of the stream and
70 feet for interior lots north of the stream. Lot widths shall be measured at the building
setback line, or a minimum lot widths as shown at the building setback line as indicated
on the Preliminary Development Plan and Preliminary Plat.

d. Perimeter lots south of the stream shall have a minimum lot width of 70 feet and
perimeter lots north of the stream shall have a minimum lot width of 80 feet, or a
minimum corner lot width as shown at the building setback line as indicated on the
Preliminary Development Plan and Preliminary Plat.

5. Setbacks:
a. Post Road:

A gateway reserve dedicated in Reserve A, shall be located along Post Road. The
gateway may contain existing historic structures. There shall be no minimum building
setback for these existing structures. The preservation of historic structures located
outside the stormwater management basin will be established as part of a city-led
CIP project.

The minimum setback for any new parking area and buildings shall be 50 feet as
measured from the edge of the Post Road right-of-way and 20 feet from any
internal right-of-way. Leisure paths, basins/storm water facilities and sidewalks
may be located within these setbacks. Right-of-way to serve the internal streets shall
be permitted within the Post Road Setback.

b. Hyland-Croy Road:

For all lots located north of Springview Lane, there shall be a minimum pavement
and building setback of 100 feet as measured from the edge of the right-of-way
of Hyland-Croy Road. Leisure paths, basins/storm water facilities and sidewalks
may be located within these setbacks. Right-of-way to serve the internal streets shall
be permitted within the Hyland-Croy Setback.
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HYLAND GLEN PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT

PRELIMINARY DEVELOPMENT PLAN DEVELOPMENT TEXT

OcTOoBER 20, 2021

e For all lots located south of Springview Lane, the pavement and building setback
shall vary as indicated on the Preliminary Development Plan and Preliminary Plat.

e Leisure paths, basins/storm water facilities and sidewalks may be located within this
setback.

c. Front Yards: There shall be a minimum front yard setback of 20 feet for homes from
any public right-of-way. On corner lots, the 20 foot front yard setback shall be
required form both public street(s) right-of-way and shown on the Final Development
Plan.

d. Rear Yard Setbacks: The minimum rear yard setback for all lots shall be measured from
the rear property line. For all interior lots the minimum rear yard setback shall be 10
feet. The minimum rear yard setback for perimeter lots that back into the eastern
boundary line shall be 30 feet. The minimum rear yard setback for lots that back onto
the northern boundary line shall be 25 feet.

e. Side Yard Setbacks: The minimum side yard setback for all lots shall be measured from
each side property line. All lots shall have a minimum side yard setback of 5 feet;
except perimeter lots where the lot’s side property line is coterminous with the eastern
boundary line, the minimum side yard setback from that side property line shall be 10
feet.

f. Patios: No patio may encroach into any setback.

g. Structure Separation: A minimum distance of 12 feet shall be required between
structures.

D. Access, Parking, Pedestrian, and Traffic-Related Commitments:

1.

Off-Street Parking: Each single-family home shall have a minimum two-car garage and
shall be required to have a minimum of 2 off-street parking spaces on their driveways in
addition to parking spaces within the garage

On-Street Parking: On-street parking shall be permitted on public streets in accordance
with Dublin City Code.

Access Points: Primary vehicular access to and from the development shall be provided
from Hyland-Croy Road in the locations shown on the approved Preliminary Development
Plan.

Other Street Widths and Rights-of-Way: The internal vehicular transportation system shall
include only public streets. These public streets shall include extensions of Holbein Drive,
Stillhouse Lane, and Springview Lane westward into the development and the construction
of other public streets as generally shown on the Preliminary Development Plan. All public
streets shall have a minimum right-of-way width of 50 feet and a pavement width of 28
feet measured back-of-curb. Public streets shall be of curb and gutter construction.
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HYLAND GLEN PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT

PRELIMINARY DEVELOPMENT PLAN DEVELOPMENT TEXT

OcTOoBER 20, 2021

Tree Lawns: The tree lawn shall be 8 feet in width except in transition areas to allow for
connectivity and continuity with existing streets, sidewalks and leisure paths in the adjacent
Post Preserve development.

Public Street Improvements and Construction: The applicant has submitted a traffic study
for review of the City in conjunction with the filing of the Preliminary Development Plan.
Public street improvements that are required with respect to the development shall be
determined in the approved traffic study. The respective obligations of the Developer and
the City with respect to the construction of these public street improvements and the payment
of related costs shall be detailed in a separate written infrastructure agreement between
them shall be based upon the traffic study.

Leisure Trails; Public Sidewalks: Asphalt leisure trails with a width of 8 feet shall be
constructed by the Developer in the general locations identified in the approved Preliminary
Development Plan. Final locations for asphalt leisure paths shall be approved as part of a
Final Development Plan. Public sidewalks shall be constructed of concrete, shall be a
minimum of 5 feet in width, and shall be located on both sides of all public streets other
than those adjacent to Hyland-Croy Road as depicted on the Preliminary Development Plan.

E. Buffering, Landscaping, Open Space and Screening Commitments:

1.

Parkland and Open Space: Parkland and open space shall be provided in accordance
with the requirements of Dublin City Code as indicated in the approved Preliminary
Development Plan and Preliminary Plat. All open space reserves shall be owned by the
City and maintained by the HOA with the exception of Reserve A, located at the corner of
Post Road and Hyland-Croy Road, which shall also be maintained by the City. The
functionality of the storm water basins and appurtenances thereto, located in Reserves A,
D, and E, shall be maintained by the City. Final details of these open space reserves,
excluding Reserve A, shall be approved as part of a Final Development Plan.

Hyland-Croy Road — Rural Roadway Corridor Landscaping:

a. A detailed landscape plan for the rural roadway corridor along Hyland-Croy shall be
provided as part of the Final Development Plan, including detailed explanations for
maintenance and which clearly identifies the level of maintenance for which the HOA
will be responsible.

b. The rural roadway corridor landscape may include low earth mounds with gentle slopes
not greater than 4:1, fencing, walls entry features and signage at key locations. In lieu
of formal street tree plantings, deciduous trees shall be provided at a ratio of 4 trees
per 100 linear feet of frontage. Native tree species should be considered in the
landscape plan and trees may be planted in groupings provided the total quantity
equals 4 trees per 100 linear feet. Shrub plantings and ornamental grasses may be
included as part of the overall rural roadway corridor landscape concept.

Post Road Landscaping: A detailed landscape plan for the Post Road frontage shall be
provided as part of a future CIP project for the gateway reserve located within Reserve A.
The landscape details for Reserve A shall be coordinated with the interchange improvements
and future CIP project.
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HYLAND GLEN PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT

PRELIMINARY DEVELOPMENT PLAN DEVELOPMENT TEXT

6.

OcTOoBER 20, 2021

Storm Water Basins: Storm water basins may be located within the required setbacks and
shall have a minimum of 1 fountain or aerator provided in each. All final details regarding
stormwater management shall be provided as part of the Final Development Plan.

Street Trees: Street trees shall be planted per code except the minimum caliper may be 2
inches at installation.

Landscaping: Except as otherwise provided in other sections of this text, the minimum
landscaping size at installation shall be per City of Dublin Code Section 153.133 Minimum
Landscape Requirements. Performance assurances shall be provided for landscaping in
accordance with City of Dublin Code.

Stream Corridor Protection Zone:

a. A stream corridor protection zone shall be created along the stream located as shown
on the Preliminary Development Plan. The final widths of this zone shall be approved
as part of the Final Development Plan, provided that they shall be substantially
consistent with that which is approved as part of the Preliminary Development Plan.

b. Storm water basin outlets may encroach into the stream corridor protection zone and
floodway in Accordance with Chapter 53 of the City of Dublin Code.

c. A pedestrian path shall be permitted to cross the stream corridor protection zone in a
location that is approved as part of the final engineering and in accordance with all
required state and /or federal permits.

Preservation of Existing Vegetation: Existing protected trees along the east property line
shall be preserved per code. The removal of protected trees is permitted in conformance
with the Tree Preservation Plan approved with the approved Final Development Plan. Any
additional tree removals shall be reviewed by the City prior to removal. Tree replacement
shall comply with code.

Fences: Fences, shall be permitted within open space Reserves per Dublin City Code and
shall be approved as part of the Final Development Plan.

F. Tree Replacement:

Trees planted that are not required to fulfill another landscape requirement in the code or
this text may be counted toward the required tree replacement. This includes but is not
limited to tree plantings around storm water management areas, in open spaces and
Community Park, along property perimeters, and of the tree plantings along the rural
corridor.

G. Signs:

1.

It is the intent for the signage to be consistent in character along the frontage of Hyland-
Croy and Post Roads.
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HYLAND GLEN PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT

PRELIMINARY DEVELOPMENT PLAN DEVELOPMENT TEXT

OcTOoBER 20, 2021

A comprehensive signage package shall be submitted for review and approval as part of
a Final Development Plan in accordance with the general requirements provided below. All
signs shall meet the City of Dublin sign code unless specifically altered herein.

a. Three entry features shall be permitted along Hyland-Croy road within the setback
along either side of the three vehicular entries. These entry features may include but
not be limited to fencing, walls, columns, landscaping, and signs as indicated below.

b. Three signs shall be permitted and may be incorporated into the entry feature designs
as described herein. Each sign area shall not exceed 20 square feet and 6 feet in
height. Each sign proposed shall be installed and maintained by a home owners’
association. Signage shall be incorporated into a masonry base and/or masonry
column. Sign location/setback shall be determined in accordance with required site
distance. Signs may not be located within any utility easements or right-of-way.

3. Additional signage may be approved with the final development plan.

H. Architectural Standards: All single-family homes shall meet the residential appearance
standards in Dublin City Code Section 153.190 unless otherwise provided in this text or as a
part of home building elevations and materials that are approved as part of a Final
Development Plan.

1.

Maximum Building Height: Homes may be 1, 1 V2 or 2 stories and may have a maximum
height of 35 feet as measured in accordance with Dublin City Code.

Exterior Materials: Permitted primary and trim materials for buildings are as follows:

a. Cladding Materials: The exterior cladding of all structures on all lots shall be finished
using all natural materials, including full-depth brick, stone, manufactured stone, wood,
engineered wood, fiber-cement siding products, stucco or any combination thereof.

b. Trim Materials: Wood, PVC, foam, or fiber-cement products. Foam trim shall not be
permitted at ground level. Shutters shall be considered as trim for the purpose of
meeting the Residential Appearance Code requirements.

c. Roofing Materials: 25 year or better dimensional asphalt shingles (minimum 240
Ibs/square weight) and metal standing seam.

d. Windows may be vinyl.

Architectural Diversity: At the time that this zoning text has been submitted for review as
part of the Preliminary Development Plan application for this zoning district, it is anticipated
that a minimum of 4 base single-family home designs will be used to meet market demand.

Variations in materials and colors of the exterior elevations will be incorporated to provide
diversity in terms of exterior appearances. Material colors shall be natural earth tones in
both cool and warm hues, colors may include blues and grays. Diversity shall also be
provided such that the front elevations of any home shall not be the same as the home
immediately adjacent to the home on either side or the home directly across the street.
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HYLAND GLEN PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT

PRELIMINARY DEVELOPMENT PLAN DEVELOPMENT TEXT

OcTOoBER 20, 2021

Homes fronting on Hyland-Croy Road shall require additional architectural features on the
front or side facade, which may include but not be limited to: stone/synthetic stone water
tables, shutters with operable hardware, masonry entry piers, etc.

Garages: Front-loaded and attached garages shall be permitted on each home. Single-
bay or double-bay garage doors shall be permitted. All garage door openings shall be
a maximum 50% of the front linear home facade, with decorative stamped pattern and
hardware.

Skylights: Skylights shall be permitted only in portions of the roof that are not visible from
the public street, parkland, or open space that is adjacent to the parcel on which a home is
located.

Solar Panels: Solar panels shall be permitted only on portions of the roof that are not
visible from the public street, parkland, open space that is adjacent to the parcel on which
a home is located. All fasteners and conduit shall be concealed. All associated mechanicals
shall be screened.

Lighting:

a. Security lighting, when used, shall be of a motion sensor type.

b. One post light shall be permitted on each residential lot. Post lights and fixtures shall
be consistent in height, color and appearance as determined at the Final Development
Plan.

c. Lighting of entry features and any additional proposed lighting shall be provided and

approved at time of Final Development Plan. Ground mounted lighting shall be shielded
and landscaped.

8. Storage Buildings: Storage buildings shall be prohibited.

Utilities:

a. All new ttility lines and wiring shall be placed underground.
b. Utility easement locations and widths shall be determined in the Final Development Plan.

c.  No construction shall be permitted in utility easements unless approved by City staff.
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SITE STATISTICS:

Proposed Public Streets will be Connected to Existing Streets. ( Springview Lane, Stillhouse Lane, and
Holbein Drive) Tree Lawns Shall Transition from Existing 7' to 8'.

Existing Hammerhead at Springview Lane to be Removed; as Existing Easements Allow, with Street
Connection to Proposed Development

Future Post Road/Hyland Croy Road Improvements Shown for Reference Only

®|@I OO

Cost and Level of maintenance required for HOA Open Spaces to be defined with Final Development

Plan.

*

Proposed CBU Locations. Locations to be Finalized with USPS at Time of Final Development Plan

TOTAL ACREAGE: 42.5 ACRES
TOTAL NUMBER OF LOTS: 102
GROSS DENSITY: 2.4 LOTS/ACRE

TOTAL OPEN SPACE REQUIRED: 6.46 ACRES/(15.2%)
- LAND DEDICATION:
-42.55 X .02 = 0.85 / ACRES
-.03 X 102 LOTS = 3.06 ACRES
3.91 ACRES
- RECREATIONAL FACILITIES:
- 0.025 X 102 = 2.55 ACRES
TOTAL OPEN SPACE PROVIDED: +12.4 ACRES/(29.1%)
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NOTES:

Proposed Public Streets will be Connected to Existing Streets (Springview Lane, Stillhouse Lane, Holbein
Drive). Tree Lawns Shall Transition From Existing 7' to 8'.

Existing Hammerhead at Springview Lane to be Removed; as Existing Easements Allow, with Street
Connection to Proposed Development

Future Post Road/Hyland Croy Road Improvements Shown for Reference Only

®IL|OO

Prop Moorland Drive, Stillhouse Lane, Springview Lane, Holbein Drive and neighborhood entrance features
shall be provided for, constructed, and open to traffic per the Infrastructure Agreement.
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OPEN SPACE

RESERVE OWNERSHIP/MAINTENANCE PLANS KEY
NOTES: TOTAL OPEN SPACE REQUIRED: 6.46 ACRES/(15.2%)
: Acres Ownership Maintained By , - .
== s mm 8 PEDESTRIAN PATH (OWNED & MAINTAINED BY CITY) LANZEET%/;Tl%NéslACRES
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Holbein Drive) Tree Lawns Shall Transition from Existing 7' to 8'. Reserve "B" +0.7 Ac cry HOA 91 ACRES
— - RECREATIONAL FACULTIES:
@ Existing Hammerhead at Springview Lane to be Removed; as Existing Easements Allow, with Street Reserve "C *1.0Ac ciry HOA E OPEN SPACE - AREATO BE - 0.025 X 102 = 2.55 ACRES
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EVERGREEN
TREES FOR
SCREENING

3" depth mulch
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Post Road Intersection Enlargement

1" = 40°

3" depth mulch. Mulch shrubs in
beds as continuous hedge. Do not
block surface flow of storm water
across hedges.

Create clean and
well defined edge

Planting mix. Do not allow air
pockets to form when backfilling.

Remove top 1/3 of burlap
for B&B root balls. All
non—biodegradable material
shall be totally removed.

Shrub Planting

No Scale

Leave mulch 2" away
from trunk

Rootball Setting

No Scale

Root flare

Pull back burlap and
remove excess soil to
expose root flare.

Remove top 1/3
of wire basket

Rootball Preparation

No Scale

Finished grade

3" depth mulch
24" depth planting mix

Subgrade. Roto—til top 4" of subgrade.

Planting Area Establishment
No Scale

set top of rootball 1"
above finished grade.

Do not cut main leader

3” depth mulch

Create clean and
well defined edge

12" min.

Remove top 1/3 of burlap. All
non—biodegradable material shall
be removed.

Planting mix. Do not allow air
pockets to form when backfilling.

Deciduous Tree Planting

3" depth mulch

Create clean and
Well defined edge

12" min.

Remove top 1/3 of burlap and
wire basket.

Planting mix. Do not allow air
pockets to form when backfilling.

Evergreen Tree Planting
No Scale

Adjacent lawn
4" Deep Spade—cut Bed Edge
Shredded Hardwood Mulch
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GENERAL NOTES

Prior to installation, the landscape contractor shall inspect the general site
conditions and verify the subgrade, elevations, utility locations and topsoil
provided by general contractor. The landscape contractor shall notify the
general contractor of any unsatisfactory conditions and work shall not
proceed until such conditions have been corrected and are acceptable to
the landscape contractor.

All plants shall meet or exceed standards set in the American Standard for
Nursery Stock, ANSI Z60.1, current edition. All plants shall equal or exceed
the measurements and sizes specified in the schedule.

Substitutions shall only be permitted with notification and written approval
from the Owner. Substituted material shall be equivalent or greater in size
than the specified plant. Substituted plants shall have the same essential
characteristics and growth habit of the specified plant.

Confirm location of all utilities and subsurface drain lines prior to plant
installation.

A pre—installation conference shall be conducted prior to planting operations
with Owner and Contractor present.

Contractor may slightly field adjust plant locations as necessary to avoid
utilities. Finished planting beds shall be graded to provide positive drainage.
Irrigation system, if applicable, shall be complete and operational prior to
landscape planting.

Contractor shall repair all lawn areas disturbed during construction with seed
and warrant a healthy, weed free lawn prior to project acceptance.

Seed all areas within contract limits that are not covered by paving,
buildings or planting beds unless otherwise noted. Seeding shall not begin
until area has received topsoil and finished grade.

Mulch planting beds with shredded hardwood mulch of uniform dark brown
color. It shall be free of twigs, leaves, disease, pest or other material
unsightly or injurious to plants. Average applied thickness shall be 3” depth.
Mulch hedges in a continuous bed.

Planting beds shall be covered with pre—emergent herbicide applied at
product specified rate unless otherwise noted.

Bed edge shall be smooth, consistent, hand trenched 4” deep and "V
shaped unless otherwise noted. All excavated material shall be removed
from the bed edge and planting bed.

All planting bed edges to be smooth flowing arcs or straight lines as shown
on plan. Plant locations and layout of beds shall be located by Contractor
and approved by Landscape Architect prior to planting.

Install all plants in accordance with planting details and specifications.
Parking lot and street trees shall have a clear canopy height of 6’ min.
Trees shall be placed a minimum of 3’ from sidewalks and curbs.

Planting Mix shall be blended, manufactured soil consisting of three (3)
parts topsoil, one (1) part compost, one (1) part sand. Topsoil shall be
per ASTM D5268, ph range of 5.5 to 7, min. 4 percent organic material,
free of stones and soil clumps 3/4 inch and larger. Compost shall be yard
waste compost from an EPA rated Class IV compost facility or Com-—til
compost from City of Columbus Department of Public Utilities. Sand shall be
per ltem ASTM C33. Proprietary manufactured Planting Mix such as Kurtz
Bros. Professional Blend or Jones SuperSoil may be used. Submit product
data for review by Owner. Place Planting Mix in settled 6 inch lifts.

Mix Mycorrhizal Fungi into Planting Mix during placement of Planting Mix.
Application rate shall be according to manufacturer’s written
recommendations. Mycorrhizal Fungi shall be a dry, granular inoculant
containing vesicular—arbuscular mycorrhizal fungi and ectomycorrhizal fungi.
Excavate plonting beds to a depth of 24 inches, unless otherwise indicated.
Roto—til subgrade of excavation to a depth of 4 inches, unless otherwise
indicated. Incorporate a 6 inch lift of planting mix into subrade. Place
remaining Planting Mix in settled 6 inch lifts.

Planting beds, including mulch, shall be no higher than 6 inches above
adjacent grade and shall not impede surface drainage.

Lawn areas shall be backfilled with Planting Mix to a minimum settled
thickness of 6 inches. Roto—Til subgrade below lawns to a depth of 4
inches, unless otherwise indicated, prior to placement of Planting Mix.

All trees and shrubs shall be fertilized with controlled release tablets of
20—-10-5 composition. Size and number of tablets shall be per
manufacturer’s instructions.

Composition and application rate of lawn fertilizer shall be sufficient to
amend soil according to recommendations of a qualified soil testing agency.
Submit soil test results and amendment recommendations to Owner. Lawn
fertilizer shall be in a dry granular form.

Contractor to determine plant list quantities from the plan. Graphic
representation on plan supersedes in case of discrepancy with quantities on
schedule.

Any item or areas damaged during construction shall be repaired or
replaced to its original condition at the contractor expense.

Contractor shall thoroughly water all plants at time of installation and as
needed until project acceptance by owner. Contractor shall guarantee all
plants installed (except annuals) for one full year from date of acceptance
by the Owner. All plants shall be alive and at a vigorous rate of growth at
the end of the guarantee period.

All annuals to be provided by Contractor from available seasonal stock.
Lawn seed mix shall proportioned by weight as follows: 80 percent Quest,
Inferno, Arid 3 and/or Pixie Tall Fescue (select 2). Sodded lawns shall
match seeded lawns; 10 percent Caddieshack or GoalKeeper Perennial
Ryegrass; 10 percent NuBlue or Blue Chip Kentucky Bluegrass. Seeding rate
shall be 8—10 pounds per 1000 square feet.

Lawn seed shall not have less than 95 percent germination, not less than
85 percent pure seed, and not more than 0.5 percent weed seed.
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HYLAND GLEN DEVELOPMENT
Estimated Ground Maintenance Expense
Single Family Homes 102
Reserve Area B, C, D, E, F (Approx 9 Acres)

3 Entry Features

Turf Mowing

Landscape Maintenance
(Spring/Fall Cleanup, Bed Edging/Mulching)

Fertilizing/Weed Control
Irrigation Maintenance - Entries
Electric

Water

Shrubs/Tree care/replacements
Bike Path Maintenance

Insurance

PER LOT COST

PER LOT DUES

28,000.00

9,000.00

7,750.00
1,500.00
1,750.00
7,500.00

700.00
7,500.00

2,500.00

©@h P RA A P A H A h

66,200.00
649.02

650.00



©2016 knudson gloss architects/Home Builders Network

©2016 knudson gloss architects/Home Builders Network

EURO-COTTAGE ELEVATION

CRAFTSMAN ELEVATION

©2016 knudson gloss architects/Home Builders Network

*Elevations are Conceptual.
They depict character and
general elements of the proposed

homes.
TRADITIONAL ELEVATION

*Artist Rendering | Builder reserves the right to alter finished product.

ouisille o 50027 @ UOlef[0] 22521 | VALUESTHAT MATTER
HYLAND GLEN

© All Rights Reserved, KNUDSON GLOSS ARCHITECTS

CONCEPTUAL ELEVATIONS
2021-07-26



©2020 knudson gloss architects/Home Builders Network ©2020 knudson gloss architects/Home Builders Network

TRADITIONAL COTTAGE ELEVATION

CRAFTSMAN ELEVATION

. ©2020 knudson gloss architects/Home Builders Network
*Elevations are Conceptual.

They depict character and
general elements of the proposed MODERN FARMHOUSE ELEVATION

homes.

01-05-21 | VALUES THAT MATTER

HYLAND GLEN * Artist Rendering | Builder reserves the right to alter finished product.
CONCEPTUAL ELEVATIONS
2021-07-26



©2016 knudson gloss architects/Home Builders Network ©2016 knudson gloss architects/Home Builders Network

EURO ELEVATION

CRAFTSMAN ELEVATION

*Elevations are Conceptual.
They depict character and
general elements of the proposed
homes.

TRADITIONAL ELEVATION

©2016 knudson gloss architects/Home Builders Network

I 1-16-18 | VALUES THAT MATTER

HYLAND GLEN * Artist Rendering | Builder reserves the right to alter finished product.
CONCEPTUAL ELEVATIONS
2021-07-26



©2016 knudson gloss architects/Home Builders Network ©2016 knudson gloss architects/Home Builders Network

EURO ELEVATION

CRAFTSMAN ELEVATION

©2016 knudson gloss architects/Home Builders Network

*Elevations are Conceptual.
They depict character and
general elements of the proposed
homes.

TRADITIONAL ELEVATION

I 1-16-18 | VALUES THAT MATTER

HYLAND GLEN * Artist Rendering | Builder reserves the right to alter finished product.
CONCEPTUAL ELEVATIONS
2021-07-26



MEMO

To: Nichole Martin, AICP
Planner Il, City of Dublin

From: Christine Trebellas, AICP, Registered Architect, LEED Green Associate
Vivian C. Majtenyi, AIA, NCARB
Historic Preservation Consultants

Date: June 30, 2021
Re: 7298 Post Road / 7298 Hyland-Croy Road, Second Review

The approximately 44-acre property on the corner of Post and Hyland-Croy roads consists of an early
twentieth-century farm complex along Post Road as well as a ca. 1983 brick ranch house and a ca. 1977
brick and wood frame ranch house along Hyland-Croy Road. The City of Dublin’s Historical and Cultural
Assessment (HCA) lists the early twentieth-century farm complex as recommended individually-eligible
for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) as a distinctive local example of agriculture in
the Dublin area. The City of Dublin Planning Department contacted Preservation Designs LTD in April 2021
to conduct an independent analysis of the historic integrity of the farmstead complex to the supplement
the 2016 HCA. The report addressed the historic context, National-Register eligibility, and historic
integrity of the farmstead site and concluded that the farm complex was eligible for the National Register
of Historic Places under Criteria A (Event) and C (Design/Construction) as an excellent example of a
farmstead from the early twentieth century. In addition, the main barn was determined individually
eligible for the National Register under Criterion C, (Design/Construction), as an excellent example of a
barn of this period with the potential for scholars to learn more about its mortise-and-tenon and heavy
sawn timber construction.

The City of Dublin then contacted Preservation Designs LTD in June 2021 to study the main house and
determined its historic integrity since the exterior of the building had several modifications. The firm
joined representatives from the City of Dublin on June 15 to view the interior of the home with the
current owner. In addition, the barn and granary were surveyed once again to better determine their
structural integrity as well as their historic nature. As such, this report will address the historic integrity of
the Gorden house and review the possible preservation alternatives for the barns and other outbuildings
of the farm complex. These comments are based on the reviewers’ understanding of the National
Register Criteria for Evaluation as well as their professional experience and judgement regarding historic
architecture and preservation projects. However, these comments do not (and cannot) identify every
issue that may be of concern to the City of Dublin and the Planning Department. As always, the final
determination of these issues lies with the City of Dublin.

A. Main House

The Gorden house is a one-and-one-half-story wood-frame T-shaped structure with an asphalt-shingle
roof and a one-story hip-roof front porch facing the road. The house appears to date to circa 1900, with
additions in the 1930s (the kitchen, back porch and rear bedroom upstairs) and 1955 (bathroom). White
vinyl horizontal siding covers the exterior walls, but the original exterior horizontal wood siding can be
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seen in the rear wall of the enclosed rear porch. The aluminum storm windows as well as the aluminum
awnings are also later additions. However, the other exterior windows—the one-over-one wood sash
windows—may be original. The exterior aluminum storm windows and vinyl siding could be removed to
reveal period windows as well as period siding, which were usually left intact when vinyl siding was
added.

The interior of the house consists of two rooms on the first floor—a living room and dining room—as well
as a kitchen to the rear. The east room contains a set of stairs in the corner accessing two bedrooms and
a large landing / office on the upper floor. Overall, the living and dining rooms have remarkable integrity,
including period wood floors, wood base, door trim, and four-panel wood doors with period hardware.
The one-over-one sash windows also date to the period of construction and include period molding—
including bulls-eye corner blocks. Even the entry door appears to date to the period of construction with
its divided lights and door hardware. To the rear of the dining room and living room lies the kitchen.
Although the wood floor of the kitchen has been covered with carpet, the rest of the room has
remarkable integrity. The two-light two-panel wood door to the rear porch has period hardware,
including a lockset. The kitchen cabinets supporting the sink, as well as the upper cabinets date to the
period of construction. The countertop and sink are newer additions. The storage cabinet in the corner of
the kitchen—with its tongue-and-groove bead-board construction and hardware—also date to the
period. A built-in telephone niche lies next to the storage cabinet, which was typical of houses of this
period. The wood base, wood door trim and four-panel doors resemble those of the front of the house
and appear to date to the period. The exception is the door and door trim to the bathroom, which
resemble the original but were added ca. 1955 with the rest of the bathroom addition.

The stairs to the upper floor consist of varnished wood treads, a wood banister and railing, and a
decorative wood newel post; all appear to date to circa 1900-1930. A varnished four-panel wood door
with period hardware separates the landing from the upper run of stairs. It is unclear what the original
finish of the woodwork was on the first floor; it could have been varnished like the stairs or painted like
the rest of the woodwork on the first floor. The upper banister, railing, and newel post are not as
decorative as those on the first floor, but also appear to date to the period. The wood floors, base, door
trim, four-panel wood doors and windows resemble those on the first floor. The window trim is similar,
but does not have the decorative bulls-eye corner blocks. These details, as well as the cabinets, closets,
and hardware of the upper floor all appear to date to the 1900s to 1930s.

The basement of the Gorden home is accessed by a set of stairs off the rear kitchen porch. According to
family lore, house originally lacked a basement and had a concrete foundation with a crawl space; the
rear kitchen addition was later excavated with dynamite and hand tools to accommodate an oil burner
and brick chimney. This may explain why some of the older wood joists and wood floor members have
circular saw cuts while other joists and floor members appear to be of newer construction. The basement
walls are of cinderblock construction. The door to the oil burner appears to be of older construction; its
tongue-and-groove bead-board sheathing resembles that of the storage cabinet in the kitchen. The door
to the basement stairs has one light, three horizontal wood panels, and period hardware, which indicates
it is of older construction as well.



HISTORIC ASSESSMENT: Main House (A)

The first report by Preservation Designs LTD in April 2021 concluded that the main house has was eligible
for the National Register of Historic Places as a contributing element of the overall farmstead, which was
eligible under Criteria A and C as an excellent example of a farmstead from the early twentieth century.
However, based on the information gathered during the June 15% site visit, the house has a high level of
integrity and is individually eligible for the National Register under Criterion C (Design/Construction) as an
excellent example of an early twentieth-century farmhouse. Besides retaining an excellent level of
integrity of location, design, setting, feeling, and association, the home has a high level of integrity of
materials and workmanship. Although the exterior of the home has undergone some alterations, many of
these, such as the aluminum storm windows and vinyl siding, are reversible. And while the front porch
has been modified, this change is typical for buildings over time and represents the layers of history. The
interior of the home appears much as it would have in the early twentieth century. The overall layout of
the house, as well as the wood floors, base, door trim, doors, windows, window trim, door and window
hardware, and kitchen cabinets all date to the early twentieth century and are an excellent example of
this type of home. The house has been in the same family for over a hundred years with few fundamental
changes besides those needed for modern conveniences, such as an oil burner and indoor bathroom. Or,
these changes are a part of the life of the building and typical of a working farm (enclosed rear porch). As
such, the Gorden house maintains excellent integrity of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship,
feeling, and association. Simply put, we believe that a member of the Gorden family from the past would
feel right at home after all these years.

Figure 1. Layout of the farmstead. A. Farmhouse B. Barn C. Milking Parlor D. Cow Shed E. Milk House F. Tool Shed G. Steer
Shed H. Granary I. Cellar. J. Outhouse, demolished ~1962 K. Chicken House, demolished ~2010. L. Tool Shed, demolished ~2010

ADDITIONAL ASSESSMENT: Main Barn (B)

The April 2021 report concluded that the barn is eligible for the National Register under Criterion A
(Event) as part of the Gorden farm complex as well as individually eligible under Criterion C
(Design/Construction) as an excellent example of an early 20" Century barn. The main barn has heavy




timber mortise and tenon construction with saw cut patterns on the wood as well as a cast-in-place
concrete foundation with field stones, both of which are typical of early twentieth century farms. These
farms were largely self-sufficient with enough crops or animal products to sell as needed. However,
when need arose, such as barn raising or harvesting, neighbors would band together (HCA, 25; interview
with Roger Gorden on 4/16/2021). The main barn retains period vertical wood siding planks and
beadboard, sliding barn doors and Dutch doors, a gambrel roof with flared eaves, half-round gutters with
round downspouts, three bays with lofts in the west and east bays, and various farm-related equipment
and tools. All of these elements are character-defining features typical of a vernacular, central Ohio barn
based on the three-bay barn type from the early 20" Century.

However, it is important to address the condition of the main barn. The heavy timber frame appears
solid, but the exterior envelope is compromised and the adjacent milking parlor, which is attached to the
structure, has some structural issues. Various areas along the exterior perimeter of the barn show
deterioration, including some dry rot at ground level, a few broken planks, peeling paint, broken
windowpanes, damaged or missing gutters and downspouts, and a damaged lightning rod. Unwanted
animals have occupied the building, including a vulture, an opossum, and groundhogs who have
burrowed tunnels immediately under paved and unpaved areas—thereby creating stability and safety
issues. Vegetation, including poison ivy, has grown on and into the building. If the barn and its attached
structure were to continue to degrade without any intervention, they would eventually become
unfeasible to save.

C. Milking Parlor

Attached to the main barn, the milking parlor appears to be a slightly later addition and is considered
eligible for the National Register under Criterion A (Event) as part of the Gorden farm complex. Its roof
trusses penetrate the barn’s east wall siding at multiple points to directly rest on the heavy timbers or on
additional horizontal members between the main posts. The foundation wall consists of concrete mortar
with round field stones, painted-wood stud framing with vertical planks, skip-sheathing with wood
sheathing and asphalt shingles (as opposed to traditional wood shakes). The gutters and downspouts
from the main barn tie into those of the milking parlor. And like the main barn, the building has suffered
from general deterioration due to age, weather, vegetation, and groundhogs. A large hole in the roof
(possibly from a former ventilator) and an opening in the north wall have caused further issues. Since the
structure is attached to that of the main barn, it either must be stabilized or removed before its structural
issues impact the main barn. If removal is chosen, great care must be made to remove the structure
without impacting the barn. Carpenters with heavy-timber experience, perhaps from local Amish or
Mennonite communities, would be best utilized to plan and complete the work, as well as patch and
repair the barn’s exterior at former penetrations, reattach and direct the original gutters and
downspouts, and regrade as needed. Historic materials should be salvaged and stored for use in repair
and maintenance of any structures designated to remain.

D. Cow Shed

The cow shed lies immediately to the east of the milking parlor and is considered eligible for the National
Register under Criterion A (Event) as part of the Gorden farm complex. Its structure appears independent
of that of the milking parlor with its own columns, beams, and rafters. However, there are some concerns
regarding its structure; the north and east foundation walls, wood framing and exterior envelope will
continue to decay due to weathering, vegetation, and animal activity without intervention. If removal is



chosen, care must also be taken to not damage any adjacent or nearby structures, and historic finishes
must be salvaged and stored where they can repair or maintain structures that remain.

E. Milk House

Located near the milking parlor, the milk house was used to store milk before collection by a local dairy.
According to the HCA, legislation in the early twentieth century required that the milking process and
milk storage be separate, which lead to the development of the milk house. These separate storage
buildings usually had masonry walls, a concrete floor, and a cooling feature to satisfy these new
equipment requirements (HCA, 27-30). The Gorden milk house is of solid cinder block masonry
construction and has minor to moderate deterioration, mostly due to weathering. It is considered eligible
for the National Register under Criterion A (Event) as part of the Gorden farm complex. As such, if the City
of Dublin chooses to retain the majority of the buildings, this building is recommended for inclusion.

F. Tool Shed

The relatively recent tool shed (located immediately east of the steer shed) is of a modern, prefab
construction dating to approximately 1980, when Warren W. Gorden began to retire from farming. The
April 2021 report did not list the tool shed as a contributing structure to the Gorden farm complex. As a
late addition to the farm complex, the tool shed does not contribute to the historic context and is not
considered eligible for the National Register. If anything, the shed detracts from the other historic
outbuildings. As such, removal or demolition is a suitable option.

G. Steer Shed

The steer shed lies south of the main barn and milk house and sheltered steers during inclement weather.
It is considered eligible for the National Register under Criterion A (Event) as part of the Gorden farm
complex. However, its low-sloped gable with vertical plank siding, wood windows, sliding barn doors, and
partial concrete foundation suffer similar deterioration to other structures. And like the other
outbuildings, if the steer shed is not stabilized, it will fall into disrepair. If this building is to be demolished,
experienced carpenters should salvage and store materials that can be used in repairs and maintenance
of remaining structures.

H. Granary
The granary is also considered eligible for the National Register under Criterion A (Event) as part of the

Gorden farm complex. This structure lies on axis with the main barn’s south-facing large sliding doors,
which allowed farm equipment to pass through the barns from the fields to the north and distribute grain
to bins in the granary. And like the main barn, circular saw cuts can be seen in the joists and rafters of the
building. However, it suffers moderate deterioration due to its age, weather, vegetation, and groundhogs.
Unless steps are taken to stabilize the building, the groundhog tunneling and exterior envelope
penetrations will continue to damage the structure to the point that it can longer be preserved. If
removal is chosen, skilled carpenters could carefully dismantle the building and save the historic building
material for repairs to other historic structures.

l. Cellar

Located directly behind the main house, the cellar is a half-submerged basement where canning and
storing of goods took place. It probably dates to the 1930s when the rear addition with the kitchen and
back porch were built, providing easy access from the kitchen to the food items stored in the cellar. While
not of distinctive construction, this building is considered eligible for the National Register as a
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contributing element of the Gorden farmstead. And its structure is relatively stable, with only minor
repairs such as replacing deteriorated wood members, paint, and new gutters and downspouts. And any
openings that could permit animal infestation should be sealed. If the City of Dublin chooses to retain the
majority of the buildings, this building is recommended for inclusion. It could be preserved in conjunction
with the main house to help tell the story of farm life in the early twentieth century.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Since we consider the Gorden farmstead and its contributing structures (farmhouse, barn, milking parlor,
cow shed, milk house, steer shed, granary, and cellar) eligible for the National Register, it is desirable to
preserve the whole farmstead since removing some of the structures will impact the integrity of the
whole site. By removing some of the structures, you are diminishing the value of the remaining structures
and the farmstead will lose integrity, or its ability to display its significance to the history of the area as a
typical farmstead from the early twentieth century. Area examples of preserved farmsteads include
Gallant Farm (part of Preservation Parks of Delaware County), which is representative of a Depression-era
farm with a farmhouse, barn, granary, and several outbuildings. Slate Run Living Historical Farm (part of
Metro Parks) is another example with a nineteenth-century farmhouse, barn, granary, and a variety of
outbuildings that could provide some guidance. Or, if interpretation is not a goal, the main house, barn,
and granary could be preserved and serve as maintenance areas or storage such as the barn at Dragonfly
Day Camp at Highbanks (part of Metro Parks).

However, we realize that preservation is not always a viable option. Nonetheless, we have determined
that both the main house and the barn are eligible for the National Register on their own as excellent
examples of buildings of this period and should be preserved. If the budget allows, other structures such
as the granary and cellar could also be preserved to help tell the story of farm life at the turn of the
century. A preservation plan which identifies, evaluates, and recommends treatments for buildings would
be a good device to adopt to determine the future of these buildings at the Gorden farmstead. If the
buildings will be used for interpretive purposes such as those at Gallant Farm, it is important to identify
what narrative or story is being told. More in-depth research into historic documents, photographs,
maps, and oral histories of Dublin, the local area, the Gorden family, and the farmstead could inform this
and future preservation efforts. For example, the milking parlor, cow shed, and milk house could all be
preserved to inform visitors about dairy operations in Dublin in the early twentieth century. The granary
could be preserved in conjunction with the main barn and used to discuss farming operations and how
grain was stored over the years. And the cellar could be preserved in conjunction with the main house to
educate visitors about farm life in the early twentieth century.

However, before any buildings are demolished (intentionally or through natural disasters or neglect), they
should be recorded through measured drawings, photographs and historic studies for future historians.
This information should be deposited with the State Historic Preservations Office (SHPO) as well as at
various libraries and historical societies. In addition, any historic building material should be retained and
used to help maintain and preserve the remaining historic structures on the farmstead. This material
could be stored on-site in one of the barns.



Addendum Supplement
Submitted June 30, 2021 with 7298 Post Road / 7298 Hyland-Croy Road MEMO

SKETCH and PHOTOGRAPHS of Barn/Milking Parlor Connection

1. Isometric Sketch explaining Milking Parlor connection to Main Barn. The view is looking Northeast, at the Barn’s East
Bay near the pass through with sliding door. The heavy timber post below the loft is the second heavy timber post
from the right. The sliding door and the roofing are not shown for clarity.

NOTE: this sketch is provided for informational purposes only and is not to scale. No work should be based on this sketch without field
verification of the details.



2. Barn: Looking east across top of loft. The heavy timber post immediately left of the foreground ladder is the
post in the illustration.

3. Barn: Looking east underneath loft. The heavy timber post in the center is the post in the illustration. The
base of the heavy timber post in the loft is visible, just above the angled brace on the right.



4. Milking Parlor: Looking North at the truss at the top center. The Cow Shed is to the right.



5. Milking Parlor: looking northwest at penetrations into the Main Barn.

6. Milking Parlor: looking southwest at passthrough to Barn. Note the sliding door and truss penetration.



STRUCTURAL ERECTORS

3610 SMILEY RD. HILLIARD OH. 43026
PHONE: 614.679.4355 FAX: 614.487.3707

10/25/21

This budget is based on site visit with Tim Elmer and report by Preservation
Designs, LTD.

Re: 7298 Post Road/ 7298 Hyland Croy Road

A. Farmhouse

Existing Foundation has major water problems that need addressed.

Roof system has structural problems that need addressed. The roof needs
replaced and the house needs painting. There are many items that need
repaired on the house inside and out.

Remodel farm house cost $250.000.00 budget.

Remove structure $19,800.00

B. Barn
The barn is in really good shape. It needs wood repair and wood siding painted.
Barn wood repair and paint $19,600.00

C. Milking Parlor

The Milking Parlor needs extensive repair to roof and structure.
Replace roof and rotten structure. $19,400.00

Remove structure and patch barn $8,700.00

D. Cow Shed

The Cow Shed needs extensive repair to roof and structure.
Replace roof and rotten structure. $28,400.00

Remove structure $9,200.00

E. Milk House
Needs paint and roofing Replacement. $4,800.00
Remove structure $3,800



F. Tool Shed

G. Steer Shed

Needs wood repair, paint and roofing Replacement. $21,800.00
Remove structure $5,800.00

H. Granary

Needs wood repair, paint and roofing Replacement. $28,300.00

This building sits on a wood foundation that needs repaired. This is difficult to
put a budget number together for.

Remove structure $5,800.00

l. Cellar
Needs wood repair, paint and roofing Replacement. $12,300.00
Remove structure $3,800.00
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Planning & Zoning Commission
Thursday, September 16, 2021 | 6:30 pm

The Planning and Zoning Commission took the following action at this meeting:

2. Hyland Glen at 7270 Hyland-Croy Road
21-116Z/PDP Rezoning/Preliminary Development Plan

Proposal: Development of a residential neighborhood consisting of 102 single-family
residential lots, at a density of 2.4 dwelling units per acre, with 12.4-acres
open space and associated site improvements on a 42.5-acre site.

Location: Northeast of the intersection of Hyland-Croy Road with Post Road and
zoned Rural District.

Request: Review and approval of a Rezoning/Preliminary Development Plan under
the provisions of Zoning Code §153.050.

Applicant: The Paragon Building Group DBA Virginia Homes

Planning Contact: Nichole M. Martin, AICP, Senior Planner

Contact Information:  614.410.4635, nmartin@dublin.oh.us

Case Information: www.dublinohiousa.gov/pzc/21-116

MOTION: Mr. Supelak moved, Mr. Grimes seconded, to approve Rezoning/Preliminary Development Plan
with six conditions:

1) That the applicant work with the City’s landscape Zoning Inspector to ensure the tree survey, tree
preservation plan, tree removal/replacement plan, and landscape plan are updated as detailed in
the Staff Report with the Final Development Plan submittal;

2) That the applicant submit a proforma detailing anticipated open space maintenance costs for the
City and HOA, prior to submitting the rezoning for consideration by City Council;

3) That the applicant continue to work with the City of Dublin and Union County to complete the
traffic impact study to the satisfaction of the City Engineer and the Union County Engineer, prior
to submitting the rezoning for consideration by City Council;

4) That the applicant work with the City of Dublin and Union County to develop an Infrastructure
Agreement for consideration by City Council to be submitted in conjunction with the Rezoning
application to City Council;

5) That the applicant continue to work with Engineering, prior to submittal of the Final Development
Plan, to ensure compliance with the City of Dublin Chapter 53 Stormwater Management and
Stream Protection Code;

6) That the applicant work with the City of Dublin to finalize phasing of public streets to the
satisfaction of the City Engineer, prior to submission to City Council;

7) That the applicant revise the development text to eliminate thin brick as a permitted building

material;
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2. Hyland Glen at 7270 Hyland-Croy Road
21-116Z/PDP Rezoning/Preliminary Development Plan

8) That the applicant revise the development text to clarify “foam” trim is not permitted at ground
level;

9) That the applicant revise the development text to prohibit patio encroachments into any setback;
and

10) That the applicant revise the development text to require a minimum distance between structures
(MDBS) of 12 feet.

VOTE: 5-1.

RESULT: The Rezoning/Preliminary Development Plan was approved.

RECORDED VOTES:

Jane Fox No
Warren Fishman Yes
Mark Supelak Yes
Rebecca Call Yes
Leo Grimes Yes
Lance Schneier Absent
Kim Way Yes

STAFF CERTIFICATION

DocuSigned by:

Mcluale M., Martin

uuuuuuuuuuu
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Mr. Hyatt responded that this track will be placed on a five-foot wide asphalt track, which potentially
could be used as a scooter path.

Ms. Call stated that if it were converted to a scooter track when the pump track is removed, the
signage should be appropriate. The City’s skatepark is located near the police station, should there
be a need for emergency assistance. Because there is also potential risk here, is there any concern
with having this type of amenity in this location?

Mr. Hyatt responded that staff would be considering the risk elements and emergency access.

Mr. Krawetzki responded that the skatepark contains deep bowls. The risk of injury is much less
with this small track, which has a minimal height differentiation.

Ms. Fox stated that she would discourage the implementation of age restrictions with this track.

Public Comment

No public comments were received.

Ms. Fox moved, Mr. Supelak seconded approval of the Amended Final Development Plan with two
conditions:
1) The applicant work with Planning to finalize the bike rack detail, subject to staff
approval;
2) The applicant work with Engineering to demonstrate compliance with stormwater
management requirements as defined in Chapter 53 to the satisfaction of the City
Engineer.

Vote: Mr. Supelak, yes; Mr. Grimes, yes; Ms. Call, yes; Mr. Fishman, yes; Ms. Fox, yes; Mr. Way,
yes.
[Motion approved 6-0.]

Ms. Call stated that Cases 2 and 3 are related to the same project and would be heard together.

CASES

2. Hyland Glen at 7270 Hyland-Croy Road, 21-116Z/PDP, Rezoning/
Preliminary Development Plan

A request for development of a residential neighborhood consisting of 102 single-family residential
lots, at a density of 2.4 dwelling units per acre, with 12.4-acres open space and associated site
improvements. The 42.5-acre site is zoned Rural District and is northeast of the intersection of
Hyland-Croy Road with Post Road.

3. Hyland Glen at 7270 Hyland-Croy Road, 21-117PP, Preliminary Plat

A request for the subdivision of a 42.5-acre site to establish 102 single-family residential lots, nine
public rights-of-way, and 12.4-acres of public open space. The site is zoned Rural District and is
northeast of the intersection of Hyland-Croy Road with Post Road.

Staff Presentation

Ms. Martin stated that this is a request for review of a proposed rezoning with a Preliminary
Development Plan and a Preliminary Plat and a recommendation to City Council. An Informal Review
of the proposal was heard by the Commission on May 20, 2021, and the Commission was generally
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supportive of the concept. Subsequent to Council’s review and approval, A Final Development Plan
of this proposal would be return to the Commission. The FDP contains the final details, including
landscape design, tree preservation and removal, sign design and implementation of all other
regulatory standards.

Site:

The site is located northeast of the intersection of Post Road and Hyland Croy Road. The site is
approximately 42.5 acres with approximately 3,000 feet of frontage of Hyland Croy and 500 feet of
frontage along Post Road. The site is surrounded by existing single-family neighborhood and is
adjacent to Jerome Township. The site is in close proximity to US33/SR 161 where there are
anticipated construction of interchange improvements in 2022. Hyland-Croy Road is within the
jurisdiction of Union County, and the proposed traffic improvements have been discussed with the
Union County Engineer’s office.

History:

This site was annexed from Jerome Township to the City of Dublin in 2018 (Ord. 87-17). A number
of development configurations were reviewed by PZC in 2015, 2019, and 2020. On December 7,
2020, City Council disapproved a different proposal for a Rezoning/Preliminary Development Plan
for this site. On May 20, 2021, the current development proposal for Hyland Glen was heard
informally by the Planning and Zoning Commission. This proposal attempts to address the concerns
expressed previously by the Commission and the community. The proposal is consistent with the
Community Plan, the Thoroughfare Plan and the Special Area Plan. The site has two Future Land
Use recommendations, which results in a total development capacity of up to 113 lots; 102 lots are
proposed by this plan with a density of 2.4 dwelling units/acre. This density is sensitive to the
surrounding development character. The Special Area Plan for the Hyland-Croy Road corridor
provides for a rural character with generous setbacks ranging from 100 — 200 feet. The proposal
also encourages the preservation of historic structures. It provides a setback of 100 feet along
Hyland-Croy Road and preserves two structures of the historic Gorden Farms homestead. Consistent
with the Thoroughfare Plan, a future right-of-way of 100 feet for Hyland-Croy Road is provided.

Proposal:

The proposal is for a Planned Unit Development (PUD) neighborhood consisting of 102 residential
lots on a 42.5-acre site, which will be developed in three sections. Section 1 contains 40 lots in the
middle of the site between Springview Lane and the South Fork of Indian Run. Section 2 contains
33 lots south of Springview Lane and north of the community park. Section 3 contains 29 lots north
of the South Fork of Indian Run and south of Park Place. In addition to the residential development,
the proposal also contains 12.4 acres of open space extending from the Red Trabue Preserve
through the Post Preserve neighborhood out to Hyland-Croy Road. This neighborhood also
completes the bicycle and pedestrian connectivity network from Post Road along Hyland-Croy Road
to the northern boundary of the City of Dublin at Glacier Ridge Metropark. It also provides the
opportunity for a two-acre public park located at the intersection of Post Road and Hyland-Croy
Road, which is shown as Reserve A on the plan. The proposal, which was reviewed by a Historic
Preservation consultant, provides for the preservation of a large historic barn and granary. The
development text establishes a framework for the anticipated development, which will contain
interior and perimeter lots. The perimeter lots are intended to be sensitive to the surrounding,
established single-family neighborhood. The lot widths are consistent with the lot widths to which
they back up. The interior lots provide a transition from north to south and east to west, as the site
transitions toward the US33/Post Road interchange. The lots are smaller with reduced setbacks and
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additional lot coverage. These development standards are consistent with previously approved
surrounding development in Dublin, particularly when considering a mix of housing types and
products, as recommended by the Community Plan. When the earlier development proposal was
discussed, the Commission noted the desire for conceptual architectural character to be provided.
This applicant has provided a conceptual architectural character, but it is not part of the approval
of the Preliminary Development Plan. The Open Space and Connectivity Plan are included in this
proposal, which identifies the open space ownership and maintenance responsibilities. All of the
open spaces will be owned by the City, removing the tax liability from the neighborhood. The
maintenance responsibility is distributed based on the primary user. Reserve A will be owned and
maintained by the City. At the Final Development Plan (FDP) stage, the park will be fully designed
as a CIP project. The final design details are not under consideration tonight. Reserves B, C, D, E
and F are largely maintained by the HOA, as they provide the neighborhood frontage along Hyland-
Croy Road, as well as entry features. The City will be responsible for maintaining the stormwater
management basins. The proposed open space exceeds the minimum requirement of the
Subdivision Regulations, which is approximately three acres. The developer will provide street trees
and a rural roadway character along Hyland-Croy Road and additional plantings, buffering and
gateway elements at the intersection of Hyland-Croy and Post roads. The applicant has provided a
tree survey; tree preservation and tree removal and replacement plans are finalized with the FDP.
The applicant is proposing a total of three signs across the development. A comprehensive sign plan
is required to be submitted with the FDP for the Commission’s review and approval. Each entry sign
is permitted to be 20 square feet in size at a maximum of 6 feet in height. A single entry sign may
be located at the neighborhood entrances along Hyland-Croy Road. Previously, an entry sign for
Post Preserve was contemplated, given the 2006 Interchange Modification Study. In the intervening
years, the interchange improvement design has continue to evolve, negating the need for the Post
Preserve sign along Hyland-Croy Road as the existing Post Preserve sign can be retained. The
applicant submitted a Traffic Impact Study (TIS) as required for a rezoning application. The traffic
study is currently under review by the City of Dublin and the Union County Engineer’s Office. The
study provides analysis of the anticipated traffic generated by the proposed development and
estimates the projected traffic on the existing roadways. The study recommends certain
improvements to mitigate the anticipated development traffic impacts. An Infrastructure Agreement,
which is not subject to the Commission’s review, will commit the developer to the transportation
improvements and contributions that are recommended as a part of the accepted study.

Preliminary Plat
The second case is a proposal for approval of the Preliminary Plat for the subdivision of the 42.5-

acres of land, the creation of the 102 single-family lots, six open space reserves, and nine public
streets

Staff has reviewed the proposals against the applicable criteria and recommends the Commission
forward a recommendation of approval to City Council of the Rezoning/Preliminary Development
Plan with six conditions, as listed in the staff report, and of the Preliminary Pat with two conditions.

Commission Questions

Ms. Fox stated that two developments were missing from the background materials provided to the
Commission for their review. She located the one, but the Aryshire Farms information is still needed.
Ms. Call requested that staff identify the review materials to which Ms. Fox is referring.

Ms. Martin responded that prior tonight’s meeting, a Commission member requested a list of
previously approved communities for comparison of density, building materials, lot coverage and
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open space percentage. She pointed out that Aryshire Farms is located near the end of the materials
provided.

Mr. Fishman stated that the proposed setback from Hyland-Croy does not appear to be consistent
with the adjacent neighborhood.

Ms. Martin responded that the Community Plan recommends a variable 100-200-foot setback
throughout the corridor. Traditionally, that has been applied in @ manner to encourage a variability
in rural character, allowing the subdivision setbacks to ebb and flow. This subdivision will have a
100-foot setback while that to the north has a 200-foot setback; the one further to the north has
a 150-foot setback.

Mr. Fishman inquired if there is also guidance concerning the lot coverage within this corridor.

Ms. Martin responded that, per Code, 45% is the maximum lot coverage for traditional, single-
family neighborhoods. Transitioning to the west, toward Jerome Township and the US33/Post Road
interchange, the Community Plan recommends more density in the housing development;
therefore, the lot coverage increases.

Mr. Way inquired if there a reason the multi-use path swings back from the intersection into the
development. Is that consistent with City standards?

Ms. Martin responded that the shared-use path provides connectivity and recreation; therefore,
direct routes are not always implemented. Along Hyland-Croy Road, the path is pulled inward to
provide more comfort and protection from the high-speed traffic. It also serves a dual purpose
along the west side of the public streets, as a pedestrian and bicycle facility.

Mr. Way stated that Lot 68 in the proposed development appears to be one of the smallest lots. It
is a transitional lot from the existing development to the south. If a house were placed on that lot,
it would need to be of a smaller footprint than the other houses. For transitioning purposes, it
would seem more appropriate to have lots that are more similar to the existing lots to the south.
Has that been considered?

Ms. Martin stated that has been considered. The building line along the street is identical to the
existing development, and the sideyard setback for that lot will be 10 feet, which is consistent with
Post Preserve requirements. The only difference is the lot depth. Although it is not as deep, due to
the public open space in that area, the perception will be that of continuance of a year yard.

Mr. Way responded that the other lots along that street are wider. He wants to ensure that it will
not be necessary for special accommodations to enable a house to fit on this lot, as it will look out
of place.

Ms. Call inquired about the development text’s provisions in regard to encroachment into setbacks
for patios. The rear setbacks of the interior lots are 10 feet, and according to the development text,
a 5-foot encroachment into the setback will be permitted. What has been the standard used in
previous developments?

Ms. Martin responded that this is a Citywide standard, whether written into a development text or
implied. Encroachment of five feet at grade is permitted everywhere, although encroachment of an
elevated structure is not permitted.

Ms. Call stated that the City has received a large number of applications for patio or deck
encroachment. Is there any indication of this being a widespread issue?
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Ms. Call responded that she does not believe it is a widespread issue. Per the Board of Zoning
Appeals process, if an issue is determined to be recurring, it would be identified as a need for a
Code amendment. Either the Code can be addressed or the City would work with the HOA to amend
the zoning standards for Hyland Glen.

Ms. Call stated that, looking at the front setbacks for both the interior and the exterior lots, she did
not see a development text provision concerning the width of the park strip and the width of the
sidewalk. That can create a totally different feel between adjacent neighborhoods.

Ms. Martin stated that the development text does not call that out. However, per City standards, a
minimum of a 4-foot wide sidewalk with an 8-foot tree lawn is required. There will be sufficient
area for the trees.

Ms. Call invited the applicant to present.

Applicant Presentation

Charles Ruma, Jr., president, Virginia Homes, 485 Metro Place S., Dublin, provided background on the
development of their proposal. They have spent a significant amount of time researching the history
and issues of this challenging site and have submitted a proposal that they believe addresses both
the City’s and the residents’ concerns. The context of this site is essentially predetermined by the
surrounding area. This site transitions from residential to commercial to highway. They have
submitted a proposal for only a single-family development with a wide variety of housing product
within the $600,000-$700,000 range. They have significantly reduced the density of the previous
development proposal, and no lots are less than 60 feet wide. The 12.5 acres of open space will
be active, providing the desired connectivity and will maintain the rural character along Hyland-
Croy Road. After extensive review and discussion with City staff, it was determined that the barn
and granary of the Gorden Farms homestead should be preserved. To retain the granary, they have
reworked the stormwater retention facility. This is an important gateway site to Dublin, and they
will continue to work City staff accordingly. They will be providing a landscape plan that will enhance
the entire site.

Questions for the Applicant

Ms. Fox inquired the average square footage of the homes.

Mr. Ruma responded that it would be within a 2,500-3,000-square foot range, less on the smaller
lots -- beginning with 1,800 square feet.

Ms. Fox noted that the development text does not indicate that smaller houses would be placed on
the smaller lots, so would a home buyer be able to place a larger home on a smaller lot?

Mr. Ruma responded that they are continuing to work on the housing product mix. He believes it
would be possible to put a 3,000-square foot home on a 60-foot lot.

Ms. Fox stated that with the proposed sideyard setbacks could result in a crowding issue.

Ms. Call inquired if it would be possible to provide with the FDP the building envelope on every lot
within the subdivision.

Ms. Martin responded affirmatively.

Ms. Fox stated that she would assume any restrictions for house size for certain lot widths would
be reflected in the development text.
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Ms. Call responded affirmatively. Any numeric restriction the Commission would like to recommend
could be put forth in the development text. The development text establishes the framework for
the development. The graphic depictions are provided with the FDP.

Mr. Fishman inquired if that could be accomplished by making the sideyard setbacks wider.

Ms. Martin responded that the development text is structured in a way that contemplates different
lots having different characteristics, as appropriate. While it would not be appropriate to increase
sideyard setbacks on interior lots, a slight increase could be possible on perimeter lots. What is
proposed, however, is consistent with the surrounding development and what has recently been
approved in other neighborhoods. In order to maintain the transition and single-family density, it
is important to permit reduced setbacks. Otherwise, developers could be encouraged to change
their product type.

Mr. Ruma responded it is important to be cautious regarding the width of side yards on the larger
lots. With larger homes, 3-car garages will be desired. Their intent is to provide a cohesive product
and look throughout a neighborhood of 60-80 foot lots.

Mr. Fishman responded most buyers of the larger homes will want 3-car garages. The concern is
having two large houses crammed close together. The only way to ensure the developer has control
of that is by adjusting the setbacks to ensure a certain space between houses.

Mr. Ruma responded that altering the sideyard requirements would make it difficult to create the
size homes and aesthetic appearance desired.

Ms. Fox inquired if 4-sided architecture would be provided.
Mr. Ruma responded affirmatively; their intent is to adhere to the Dublin Appearance Code.

Linda Menery, EMH&T, 5500 New Albany Road W., New Albany, 43054 stated that she is the
landscape architect and planner working with Charles and Charlie Ruma on this project. She will
respond to Mr. Way’s question about lot sizes. She pointed out several lots on p. 4 of the plat. The
utility easements on those lots impact the size of the building pad. The building pad on Lot 68 is
actually 55 feet, only a foot less than some of the other lots. The building pads on all the lots is
essentially the same.

Mr. Way thanked her for the clarification. He noted that at the Informal Review discussion, there
was some indication that the smaller lots would have a smaller, unique housing product. Does this
plan provide for that?

Mr. Ruma responded that there is no difference in the housing product, other than size. The product
will be cohesive throughout the development.

Mr. Way inquired if the array of housing products provided in this plan could fit on any of the lots.
Mr. Ruma responded that smaller ranches and larger, two-stories will be provided, all of which will
look similar. The larger houses would not fit on the smaller lots, nor would a smaller product be
placed on a larger 80-foot lot.

Public Comment
No public comments were provided on this case.
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Commission Discussion

Mr. Grimes stated that he likes the Preliminary Development Plan and Preliminary Development
Plat. It fits the site very well as a gateway project. It is a great use of the property. He appreciates
the retention of the historic granary structure. He appreciates the hard work of the applicant and
staff.

Mr. Way expressed agreement. The project fits well into the existing neighborhood. The open space
will be a great asset to the City.

Mr. Supelak concurred with the previous comments. This plan is an improvement over what was
previously proposed. He will continue to advocate for ensuring sensitivity regarding the
development of Reserve A. He appreciates the potential orchard quality developing.

Ms. Fox agreed that this is a much better layout than previously proposed. She appreciates that
the applicant has addressed many of the concerns that were expressed. However, she would
suggest the Commission further consider of the setback issue. The only other development on
which the Commission has allowed 70% lot coverage is Hamlin on Jerome, and since it was
approved there has been discussion concerning the closeness of the houses; service access
between the homes is difficult. She agrees with there being greater density on this site, but it is
important to be consistent. She has compared this with the Oak Park and The Overlook at Tartan
developments. If we continue to reduce setbacks, even with architectural diversity, the appearance
of the development will be negatively impacted. She would be more comfortable if the development
text specified a certain home width on a certain lot width. Another item of concern is the front-
loaded garages, 50% street-facing. It should be possible to have some side-loaded or courtyard-
loaded garages to break up the pattern. Another concern is the three monument signs at all three
entrances. In view of the rural character, that seems to be too much signage along the roadway.
The patio lots also are a concern. Many homeowners are interested in encroaching their patios, and
the Board of Zoning Appeals has requested Council to address this issue. With the proposed 10-
foot rear yard setback and the existing drainage easement, a five-foot encroachment would extend
into the drainage easement A deeper rear-yard setback is needed. Another issue is exterior
materials. This is the first time she has seen foam and engineered wood proposed as trim materials.
Those materials have not been permitted in other City developments. Only asphalt has been
proposed as a roofing material; many other developments have offered more materials. The use of
thin brick is also a concern. She would like the exterior materials to be consistent with other
developments of this price point.

Mr. Fishman expressed agreement with the concerns raised by Ms. Fox. Additionally, he believes
too many lots are proposed on the site. He is concerned about Lot 68. If that lot were to be
eliminated, Stillhouse Lane would have access to the water, which would be a nice amenity for the
neighborhood. He is particularly concerned about the setbacks, the patio encroachments, and the
use of foam and aluminum trim.

Ms. Martin clarified that the aluminum trim was a typo in the staff report. Although foam trim is
contemplated in the development text, the developer is not compelled to use it. This type of
extruded foam recently was approved by the Commission for the Towns on the Parkway. The intent
with use of this material is to minimize maintenance costs over time and allow for additional
architectural detail.
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Ms. Call stated that with the earlier project to which she referred, the material was permitted only
for the upper stories. These are single-family homes, and on the lower story, there would be
interaction with people, balls, lawnmowers, etc.

Mr. Boggs stated that he would comment in regard to the concern regarding backyard patio
encroachment into the setback. Referring to the plat depiction of the drainage easements and the
building line setback -- a patio or deck would not be permitted to encroach into a drainage
easement.

Ms. Call stated that she is also concerned about the use of thin brick, foam trim and the sideyard
setbacks. She would request staff to clarify in staff reports the reason for any exceptions that were
previously made. Five-foot sideyard setbacks are very narrow. While a 5-foot setback may be
envisioned for every home, there will be some variability with the flexibility of the proposed plan.
She would prefer a clarification be made that a 5-foot setback is permitted only with the requirement
that the distance between two homes not be less than 12 feet. If one lot has a 5-foot sideyard
setback, the side setback on the adjacent lot would be an additional 2 feet (7 feet). She is not
comfortable with a 5-foot setback on every lot. She would like to have a building envelope, so that
there is a vision of how this development would look. There is the danger that a different builder of
a future phase would not understand the vision and attempt to take advantage of the variability in
the development text. The proposed 10-foot rear yard setback with ability for a five-foot
encroachment is also a concern. She would prefer to include in the development text the necessary
restrictions that would provide assurance that the variability of setbacks between houses ensures a
total 12-foot setback between homes. She is not opposed to asphalt shingles but having more than
one option would provide more flexibility. With the landscape architect’s explanation, she is less
concerned about the size of Lot 68, although a smaller housing product will be necessary. Having
70% lot coverage on every lot is a concern. Perhaps 30% of the lots could have up to a 70%
coverage. This would ensure a variety, ensuring that every lot would not have the maximum lot
coverage. A little more work is needed on this proposal to ensure it achieves what is desired.

Charles Ruma, Sr., 3675 Paragon Drive, Columbus, OH 43228, stated that, although he no longer
serves in the role, previously, he was the president of Virginia Homes. He would like to address the
smaller lots. This discussion is similar to that which occurred with the Riviera development, where
60-foot lots were proposed; that development turned out beautifully. The intent was to meet the
empty nester and young professional market, and that is what this product achieves. The variation
in the housing product will provide the desired sideyard setback widths. The 70-foot lots will need
to provide a larger home the flexibility for a 3-car garage without encroaching into the sideyard. Lot
68 is a 70-foot wide lot, but it abuts Post Preserve. There is a tree line there, which they have
committed to protecting. There will be no encroachment into the 10-foot sideyard setback. They
need the necessary flexibility to ensure the most suitable product that fits this neighborhood. The
adjacent community has indicated a desire to have single-family housing development here, not
assisted living, attached condominiums or 3-story buildings. They have solved the major challenges
of this site at the intersection of Post Road and Hyland-Croy Road. Initially, a traffic circle at that
intersection was contemplated. The road has now been moved, and the intersection will have an
off ramp directly to Hyland-Croy Road. That road has become significantly different. They have
succeeded in enhancing the entire site, achieving a great transition into Dublin. They request the
Commission for the flexibility to achieve this great project.
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Charles Ruma, Jr., stated that he would address the exterior materials. They would be installing
the same roof that they have installed on every product they have built within the City. They are
looking at a dimensional shingle, combined with metal roofing, in some cases. Wood or slate shingles
would not be feasible at this price point. The foam trim would be used primarily above windows and
for headers. It would not be used for fascia and other trim. It would be a decorative product.
Aluminum trim will not be used; they are using hardi siding and trim, a natural product. Thin brick
is a great product; it is applied similar to stucco stone. Using real brick is more costly. They use thin
brick primarily as an accent material. They will be using natural materials and remain consistent
with the City’s Appearance Code.

Ms. Call stated that per the images, it appears very little thin brick would be used; it is primarily 3
feet high on the columns. However, there has been an earlier issue with a hotel on which thin brick
was used, and later began to fall off. The Commission wants to ensure good products are used on
homes at this price point.

Mr. Supelak stated that he has no objection to the use of the foam product. It has a solid shell and
an attractive appearance. Typically, it is used only in appropriate locations, not on the lower story
of a building. However, he is concerned about the proposal for thin brick, which does not appear as
thick, solid or rich as real brick. Thin brick is noticeable. He would be supportive of eliminating that
material. Typically, the Commission does not approve the use of thin brick. It has been used only in
certain circumstances.

Ms. Call noted that, currently, the development text does not call out that the foam product can be
used only in appropriate areas. It is identified only as an approved trim material. Providing that
distinction would add more comfort.

Mr. Ruma stated the foam product is a fiberglass injected mold; it is a solid material.

She is not comfortable using it as trim on a column near a garage, where it would be susceptible to
vehicle impact.

Mr. Ruma stated that the columns would be wood. The foam product would be used only as a
window header or an accent in the gable.

Ms. Call stated that she would have no objection to its use in those elevated areas.

Ms. Call inquired if trim is identified in the Code.

Mr. Boggs responded that it is identified in the Zoning Code Definitions, 153.002. Trim is identified
as “the finished woodwork or similar architectural element used to enhance border or protect the
edges of openings or surfaces, such as windows or doors.”

Ms. Call inquired if there were continuing concerns regarding the foam trim product.

Commission members indicated no concern, if used at an elevated position.

Mr. Ruma indicated that it would be used only as trim in the window headers and gables.

Ms. Call inquired if the applicant would have any objection to clarification being made to the
development text that the foam product would not be used at ground level.

Mr. Ruma responded that he would have no objection.

Members indicated they had no objection to the use of aluminum per staff’s clarification.

Ms. Call inquired if there were any concerns about the drainage easement.

Ms. Fox stated that she believes the primary issue is lot coverage. Is a patio design provided with
the homes, or is an item added later?

Mr. Ruma responded the patio typically is added later.
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Ms. Fox stated that this has been an issue. There are large homes with narrow setbacks and no
room for a patio. Homebuyers often are not aware of the patio limitations when purchasing their
home. When attempting to add a patio later, there is a need for them to request a variance from
the Board of Zoning Appeals. If the variance is granted, a precedent is established for other homes.
She believes the standard 60% lot coverage for the same size lots and larger setbacks should be
required here.

Mr. Supelak inquired if the issue is lot coverage or also the rear yard setback.

Ms. Fox responded that reducing the lot coverage would provide more space for the year yard
setback and more space for patios.

Ms. Call stated that this product is in a transition area. There are single-family homes on smaller
lots, with a 2.4 unit per acre density; the proposed development has a smaller section of clustered
homes with a massive open space in the middle. She believes 70% lot coverage is appropriate in
the smaller section; the issue is setbacks.

Mr. Boggs clarified that the definition of lot coverage would include impervious surfaces and semi-
pervious surfaces. If the concern is encroachment of patios, reducing lot coverage would not
necessarily address that because the space would be reduced for both the house and the patio.

Ms. Martin stated that patios are permitted to be built only within the buildable area of the lot. The
buildable area is within the setbacks and not located on any building line, no-build zone or utility
easement. All of the lots with 25-foot utility or drainage easements between them would have a
minimum of 20 feet between the patios. No patio is permitted to encroach there.

Ms. Fox inquired if a homeowner would have sufficient space to build a patio on one of the interior
lots.

Mr. Ruma (Jr.) responded that there could be three or four types of homes within the smaller
section, 36-foot to 44-foot wide homes. In some instances, there would be more room than in
others. The builder cannot ensure all home buyers are aware of the opportunity for smaller homes
to have larger patios. There will be a variety of products, but it is a transitional site at the intersection
of a major highway. The variability in width and depth of the single-family product will work itself
out, as it did in the Riviera development.

Ms. Call stated that she would be comfortable with a setback percent that ensures a certain distance
between homes. The Commission is not comfortable with zero lot lines.

Mr. Ruma (Jr.) noted that there are other flexibilities.

Mr. Ruma (Sr.) stated that, discounting the front and year setbacks, a depth of 80 feet is available
in which to build a home. None of their homes are 80 feet in depth, unless it is a courtyard type
with a 3-car garage in front; in almost all cases, there will be room for a patio.

Ms. Call stated that, currently, the development text does not reflect that variety.
Mr. Ruma (Jr.) stated that there will be varying home widths, so varying side yards and rear yards.
He does not believe that every home will be the maximum lot coverage permitted.

Ms. Call stated that while she appreciates that perspective, there have been situations in which most
lots in @ development contained the largest homes permitted. The result is requests for variances
from the Board of Zoning Appeals. She would suggest that the development text be revised to match
the vision.
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Mr. Supelak stated that the development standards address architectural diversity. Could they also
be revised to solve this issue? He requested clarification of the 5-foot encroachment into a setback.

Ms. Martin responded that an at-grade patio only, not a deck or shed, would be able to encroach
five feet at grade into the required rear yard setback. However, if the rear yard contains a drainage
easement, no-build line, or a build line, that cannot be modified, not even by variance.

Mr. Supelak inquired if a 5-foot encroachment should be permitted.

Ms. Fox stated that the only lots where that could occur are those on the north side. All the interior
lots have a drainage easement, on which encroachment is not permitted.

Ms. Martin stated that it could be memorialized that the 5-foot encroachment would be permitted
only for the larger, perimeter lots.

Mr. Ruma stated that they would not need any encroachments. He is satisfied with the building
setbacks depicted on the drawings.

Ms. Fox stated that it would appear the encroachment opportunity could be eliminated.

Ms. Call referred to the side yard setback. She inquired if the developer would like be comfortable
with inclusion of some requirement to address the Commission’s concern.

Mr. Ruma stated that it would be an issue only with 60-foot lots, not the larger lots. Perhaps a
required percentage would be the best solution.

Ms. Fox stated that she would prefer a 12-foot requirement between homes.

Ms. Call stated that she would be comfortable with that in this transition area.

Ms. Martin discouraged designating a percentage of lots with minimum distance requirements
between structures and not all of the lots. Such areas are difficult to regulate in the future when
homeowners wish to modify their homes. It is challenging to identify which lots had that
requirement. It is better to impose a regulation, if desired, to a certain geography, perhaps by
sections or subareas. Rather than specifying a percentage, she would suggest including regulations
by categorizing the lots. For example, requirements could apply only to Lots A or perhaps only to
interior lots. It is necessary to have clear regulations for a future Planning Commission or BZA to
administer. In response to Ms. Fox’s request for a recommendation, she would recommend a 12-
foot separation between structures, which would allow variability.

Ms. Call stated that could be accomplished with a five-foot minimum setback, but no two homes
could be closer than 12 feet.

Discussion continued regarding the distance between homes, lot and house sizes, and the impact
on the appearance of the neighborhood.

Ms. Martin suggested that the developer could work with staff to establish a setback diversity
program before the rezoning comes to Council for consideration.

Mr. Ruma indicated that he would agree to a 12-foot minimum distance between houses.

Ms. Call indicated that she would be satisfied with that.

Mr. Fishman stated that requirement would need to be included in the development text, as other
builders would be involved in this development.
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Ms. Call requested staff clarification of the history regarding signage for this site.

Ms. Martin stated that the 2006 Interchange Plan contemplated provision of access to the Post
Preserve neighborhood through this site. At that time, there was no anticipation this site would be
developed in the near term. Therefore, with the anticipated closure of Post Preserve, Council
expressed the need to preserve Post Preserve identity on Hyland-Croy Road. With the recent
decision of ODOT to accommodate the retention of the existing Post Preserve entrance on Post
Road, there is no need to relocate the sign. Therefore, the development text provides one sign per
entrance on Hyland-Croy Road, size and height per Code.

Ms. Fox inquired if 20-square-foot signs were permitted for the other developments along Hyland-
Croy Road.

Ms. Martin responded that it is the size permitted, but she does not believe that is what occurred in
all cases. All sign details are finalized with the FDP. Many developers choose smaller signs that are
integrated into the landscape entry feature. The Commission will get to review those details with
the FDP.

Mr. Fox stated that she recommend the developer identify a sign that better matches the rural
nature.

Ms. Martin clarified that the Preliminary Development Plan text preserves the opportunity to have
three signs; it does not require the developer to do so. The text does require the developer to
provide a sign plan, which the Commission would consider.

Ms. Call requested that the Commission members review the 10 recommended conditions and
indicate any remaining concerns.

Ms. Fox stated, for the record, she would like to make a comment regarding the historic elements
on this site. As requested, the historic consultant provided an opinion, which was that the elements
be preserved. They could be included on the National Register of Historic Properties. Per the
Architectural Review Board’s (ARB) practice, demolition of historic structures is not permitted
without provision of data, evidence and analysis justifying that decision. The only explanation
provided here has been that some structures should be demolished because the development would
not be affordable. As the photos indicate, the milking barns are well preserved. Both the consultant
and the City’s Community Plan state the historic structures should be preserved. She does not
understand the reason that is not occurring. In summary, if we have obtained a consultant’s opinion,
she would like to have data provided justifying the demolition of a group of five well-maintained
historic properties that would deserve designation on the National Register of Historic Properties,
for the purposes of having a larger stormwater retention pond.

Ms. Call clarified that if the City was interested in preserving all five buildings as a package, it could
work with the applicant to acquire the land and jointly or otherwise, submit an Amended Final
Development Plan to the Commission for consideration.

Ms. Martin responded that the Preliminary Development Plan preserves the flexibility for the City to
design the public park as a City project to the extent deemed fit. There are some constraints.
Portions of historic buildings that interfere with stormwater management would not be retained,
should the Commission recommend Council approval of the Preliminary Development Plan and the
Commission approve the Final Development Plan.

Ms. Call stated that because Council will have final review and approval of the proposed plan, she
is comfortable moving forward.
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Mr. Supelak moved, Mr. Grimes seconded to recommend City Council approval of the Rezoning
and Preliminary Development Plan with the following 10 conditions:

1) The applicant work with the City’s Landscape Zoning Inspector to ensure the tree
survey, tree preservation plan, tree removal/replacement plan, and landscape plan
are updated as detailed in this staff report with the Final Development Plan submittal;

2) The applicant submit a proforma detailing anticipated open space maintenance costs
for the City and HOA prior to submitting the rezoning for consideration by City
Council;

3) The applicant continue to work with the City of Dublin and Union County to complete
the traffic impact study to the satisfaction of the City Engineer and the Union County
Engineer, prior to submitting the rezoning for consideration by City Council;

4)  That the applicant work with the City of Dublin and Union County to develop an
Infrastructure Agreement for consideration by City Council to be submitted in
conjunction with the Rezoning application to City Council;

5) The applicant continue to work with Engineering, prior to submittal of the Final
Development Plan, to ensure compliance with the City of Dublin Chapter 53
Stormwater Management and Stream Protection Code;

6) The applicant work with the City of Dublin to finalize phasing of public streets prior to
submission to City Council to the satisfaction of the City Engineer;

7)  The applicant revise the development text to eliminate thin brick as a permitted
building material;

8) The applicant revise the development text to clarify “foam” trim is not permitted at
ground level;

9) The applicant revise the development text to prohibit patio encroachments into any
setback; and

10) The applicant revise the development text to require a minimum distance between
structures (MDBS) of 12 feet.

Vote: Ms. Fox, no; Mr. Fishman, yes; Mr. Way, yes; Ms. Call, yes; Mr. Supelak, yes; Mr. Grimes,
yes. [Ms. Fox clarified that the reason for her no vote is reflected in her stated concerns regarding
the historical structures component of the proposal.]

[Motion approved 5-1.]

Mr. Supelak moved, Mr. Grimes seconded to recommend City Council approval of the Preliminary
Plat with one condition:

1) The applicant ensure that any minor technical adjustments to the plat are made prior
to City Council submittal.

Vote: Mr. Way, yes; Ms. Fox, no; Mr. Fishman, yes; Mr. Supelak, yes; Ms. Call, yes; Mr. Grimes,
yes.
[Motion approved 5-1.]

4. Bridge Park, Block F — The Bailey at 4351 Mooney Street, 21-034CP Concept
Plan

A request for the construction of a six-story, age restricted, hybrid podium residential building,
consisting of 87 units and associated site improvements. The 1.77-acre site is zoned Bridge Street
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Summary

Development of a new, single-family neighborhood located northeast of the intersection of
Hyland-Croy and Post Roads. The proposal includes 102 single-family lots, at a density of 2.4
dwelling units per acre, 12.4-acres open space (Reserves A-F), preservation of two historic
structures (Barn and Granary), the extension of three public streets (Springview Lane, Stillhouse
Lane, and Holbein Drive), and the creation of six new public streets.

Background

The site is comprised of two parcels totaling 42.5 acres. The site is generally rectangular with
3,300 feet of frontage along Hyland-Croy Road and 500 feet of frontage along Post Road with an
average width of approximately 550 feet. As exists today, this is a farm site with a farmhouse
and outbuildings located along Post Road and two houses in the center of the site with access
along Hyland-Croy Road. The site currently has two driveways from Hyland-Croy Road for the
existing homes and one driveway from Post Road for the existing farmstead.

The site is surrounded by established single-family neighborhoods to the north and east, Park
Place and Post Preserve, respectively. Recently, a new multi-family development, Jerome
Grand, has been constructed on the west side of Hyland-Croy Road within Jerome Township.
Additional commercial development is anticipated within the township in coming years.

Process

Rezoning to a Planned Unit Development District (PUD) is the second step in establishing a
PUD. PUDs are created to address unique conditions, which cannot easily be addressed by a
standard zoning district. The PUD zoning approval includes a development text, which serves as
the zoning regulation, and a Preliminary Development Plan (PDP), which serves to define the
site layout and development parameters.

The current application was preceded by an Informal Review in May 2021. A Preliminary Plat is
also being considered in conjunction with this Rezoning/Preliminary Development Plan. A Final
Development Plan and Final Plat approving the final details associated with the development,
including landscaping and signs, follows the approval of a Rezoning/Preliminary Development
Plan.

Neighborhood Engagement

The applicant has worked to engage the surrounding neighbors by sharing the proposed plan
with a representative of the Post Preserve HOA, which was subsequently distributed by the
representative. Similarly, City of Dublin Staff has been in regular contact with surrounding
neighbors to ensure the latest information regarding the US 33/SR 161/Post Road interchange
and Hyland Glen subdivision are made available. Generally, there is support for a new single-
family neighborhood in lieu of the ACLF. Single-family lots of comparable sizes to the existing
neighborhoods are particularly appreciated along the north and east bounds of the site.
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Case History

2021

This development proposal for Hyland Glen was heard informally by the Planning and Zoning
Commission (PZC) on May 20, 2021. At the time, the Commission expressed appreciation for
incorporating previous feedback from the neighborhood regarding a desire for all single-family
lots. The Commission also acknowledged the street layout remains largely the same as the
previous proposal (Dublin Gateway) and that the traffic study will need to be finalized with a
formal application. Members of the Commission identified that the Community Plan recommends
the farmstead be preserved. Members discussed they would look to Staff for a recommendation
regarding which structures should be preserved. The Commission expressed a desire for usable
open spaces as an amenity to complement the single-family development. Today, the site layout
remains largely consistent with the information presented in May. The applicant has further
refined the layout by prioritizing preservation of historic structures and establishing a usable
community park at the southern end of the site.

2015-2020

The site was annexed from Jerome Township to the City of Dublin in 2018 (Ord. 87-17).
Previously, a number of development configurations were reviewed by PZC in 2015, 2019, and
2020. On December 7, 2020, City Council disapproved a Rezoning/Preliminary Development Plan
request for development of 90 single-family lots and 150 Adult Congregate Living Facility (ACLF)
units with 12.4 acres of open space having identified the proposal was inconsistent with the
Community Plan and not conforming to the criteria of approval set forth in the Zoning Code.

Site Characteristics

Natural Features

The site is bisected by a tributary stream to the South Fork of Indian Run flowing east into ML
“"Red” Trabue Nature Reserve. The stream is overlaid with a Stream Corridor Protection Zone
(SCPZ). Tree rows line both sides of the stream, while the majority of the site remains open and
free of vegetation. Several mature trees, in good and fair condition, are located around the
farmstead and if possible should be preserved. Tree preservation and replacement will be
finalized with the Final Development Plan.

Historic and Cultural Resources

The site contains a historic farmstead located at the intersection of Hyland-Croy and Post Roads.
The Gorden Farmstead dates to 1859 and reflects the agricultural history of Dublin. Today, the
farmstead is comprised of a farmhouse, a barn with milking parlor and cow shed, a milk house, a
tool shed, a steer shed, a granary, and a cellar.

The City’s Historic and Cultural Assessment, adopted by Council in 2017, identified the farmstead,
as a unit, is ‘Recommended Eligible’ for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). Although
notable that a number of the structures have been modified overtime and/or have fallen into
disrepair.

The property has been visited and reviewed by Preservation Designs, the City’s historic
preservation consultant as well as numerous City Staff from a variety of departments. The
consultant has performed a detailed review of the existing structures summarized in a report
provided in the Commission’s packet.
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Staff is recommending preservation of two historic structures with this development to ensure
that, in this key gateway location, the proposal preserves Dublin’s past while also planning for
Dublin’s future. The Preliminary Development Plans calls for the creation of a 2-acre community
park preserving the large historic Barn/Milking Parlor and the smaller historic Granary. The final
details of the landscape design including programming, plant selections, and other amenities will
be detailed with the Final Development Plan.

Staff is recommending preservation of two historic structures as the relationship between
outbuildings is one of the most unique attributes of a farmstead. Staff is recommending
demolition of all other structures including the home as these structures are either in poor
condition or located too close to the interchange. Staff is exploring options to virtually preserve
the structures to ensure their story is able to be told and experienced for future generations after
they are gone.

Surrounding Land Use and Development Character

North:  PLR: Planned Low Density Residential District (Residential)
East: PLR: Planned Low Density Residential District (Residential)
South:  TF: Technology Flex District (Commercial)

West: Jerome Township (Undeveloped)

Existing Road, Pedestrian and Bike Network

The site has frontage along Hyland-Croy Road and Post Road. Currently three street connections
from Post Preserve stub into the undeveloped site: Springview Lane, Stillhouse Lane, and Holbein
Drive. Two shared-use paths, not associated with a public street, also stub into the undeveloped
site from adjacent open spaces: one from Park Place (Reserve F), and one from Post Preserve
(Reserve E).

Utilities

The site is not currently served by public utilities. The extension of public utilities is required with
a future development proposal. A full stormwater report has been submitted as part of the
Preliminary Development Plan application. Compliance with all provisions set forth within Chapter
53 of the Dublin Code of Ordinances is required. Final sizing and design will be determined with
the Final Development Plan.

Future Land Use

The Future Land Use Map in the Community Plan has two land use classifications for the site.
The northern third is Suburban Residential Low Density (1-2 dwelling units per acre), while the
remaining two thirds are Mixed Residential Low Density (up to 3 dwelling units per acre).
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The Suburban Residential Low Density is
described as “Modern suburban
residential pattern that characterizes
most development in Dublin. Residences
are primarily composed of single-family
dwellings on lot sizes that commonly
average 0.25-acre. Public services are
necessary, and larger projects may
include a mix of densities that together
do not exceed the average density.”

The “Mixed” category for residential

character is intended for neighborhoods

that incorporate a variety of single and

multiple family dwelling styles, generally

in larger projects. The integration of a broad range of housing within neighborhoods is intended
to allow for greater housing choices particularly for younger and older age groups, and provide
market flexibility to allow for a wider range of housing choices, consistent with Dublin’s Land
Use Residential Principles. Larger sites are expected to incorporate a mix of housing types and
to be designed to look, feel and function as a cohesive neighborhood. Smaller sites may include
a single housing type, appropriately scaled to the surrounding development context, and
consistent with Special Area Plan recommendations where applicable.

Relevant to this particular proposal, the classification is further defined by the following
statement for the Mixed Residential Low Density category: “areas are intended to provide a mix
of housing options and transition from existing single-family neighborhoods.” to commercial
development within Jerome Township.

Northwest Glacier Ridge Special Area Plan

The Hyland-Croy Road Corridor Character Study was completed in 2011 as a refinement to the
Northwest/Glacier Ridge Area plan, which was then incorporated into the most recent update to
the Community Plan. The Area Plan concepts are general guides to indicate potential development
options. Plans are schematic only, and the actual mix of land uses, locations and configurations of
buildings, parking areas, streets and access points are to be determined through the public review
process for individual development proposals.

The Area Plan for the subject site includes a mix of single family and attached multiple family
homes. The Plan states “single-family detached homes should be developed adjacent to the
existing lots in the Post Preserve neighborhood, transitioning to a mixture of single-family attached
and low-density multiple-family units toward Hyland-Croy Road. The Plan also recommends
“preservation of farmstead structures for integration with open space setbacks” at the intersection
of Hyland-Croy and Post Roads.

Thoroughfare Plan
The Thoroughfare Plan indicates “Rural Character” as the designation for Hyland-Croy Road.



City of Dublin Planning and Zoning Commission
Cases 21-116Z/PDP & Case 21-117PP — Hyland Glen
Thursday, September 16, 2021 | Page 7 of 18

This character results from the cultural and historic use of the region for agricultural purposes. The
roadways are typical of unincorporated areas or old township roads and are informal, evoking a
sense of the past prior to development.

Specifically, the Plan recommends generous setbacks ranging from 100 to 200 feet, integration of
open views and vistas into adjacent development, landscaping that focuses on native plant species
and naturalized forms, meandering bike paths and sidewalks that are informally designed, and
preservation of historic farmsteads, barns or outbuildings that emphasize the agrarian history of
the area.

The Thoroughfare Plan also includes planned right-of-way widths for Hyland-Croy Road and Post
Road. Additionally, the Plan contemplates the US 33/Post Road interchange improvements.
Coordination between the City of Dublin, Union County, and Ohio Department of Transportation is
ongoing to ensure seamless alignment of planned improvements in area. The City of Dublin and
Union County Engineer have coordinated closely with the developer regarding all planned
improvements and off-site contributions to mitigate any development impacts on the surrounding
street network.

Interchange Modification Study

In 1999, the Post Road/US 33 Interchange Study was initiated and subsequently concluded in
2001. In 2002, City Council adopted a preferred alignment for the improvements to the limited
access right-of-way that aligned with a study approved by ODOT. In 2005, the City elected to
pursue an improvement that required further study in the form of an Interchange Modification
Study (IMS). As a result of the study, the ramp terminal location became fixed. ODOT
regulations define any area within 600 feet of a ramp terminal is within the limited access right-
of-way. The Post Preserve Boulevard intersection with Post Road was identified within this area,
which dictated the need for future modifications. Overtime there have been numerous discussion
between the City, ODOT, and surrounding neighborhoods on the closure and/or retention of Post
Preserve Boulevard. In 2006, the City identified two alternatives to provide access additional
connectivity to Post Preserve with Alternative 1B being preferred (shown below).

As part of the planned interchange improvement and reflected in the plan, a new street
connection was planned to provide access to the Post Preserve neighborhood from Hyland-
Croy Road. This general street layout was approved by City Council after considerable
neighborhood involvement in 2006. At the time, the Hyland-Croy connection was planned as
a formal entryway to the Post Preserve neighborhood including an entry feature and sign for
Post Preserve. Staff is no longer recommending an entry feature for Post Preserve along
Hyland-Croy given the changes that have occurred since 2006 as a result of the final
interchange design.

Site Layout

The proposal is for development of a Planned Unit Development (PUD) neighborhood consisting
of 102 residential lots with 12.4 acres of open space on a 42.5 acre site. The proposed density is
2.4 dwelling units to the acre, which aligns with the Community Plan recommendations.
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The main access into the site is from Hyland-Croy Road onto Moorland Drive, which is the
centrally located along the frontage of the site. There are two secondary access points along
Hyland-Croy Road: a restricted access point at Springview Lane and full access point at Holbein
Drive. A connection is provided through Stillhouse Lane to the Post Preserve subdivision.

The plan includes a variable 100-foot setback along Hyland-Croy Road, preservation of two
historic structures along Post Road, and the extension of the ML “"Red” Trabue Nature Reserve
along the South Fork of Indian Run. Three stormwater management basins are proposed. One
along Post Road, in the vicinity of the existing farmstead, and two adjacent to the South Fork of
Indian Run. A 2-acre community park is located at the intersection of Hyland-Croy Road and Post
Roads.

Development Standards

Three sections of development are proposed. Section 1 contains 40 lots in the ‘middle’ of the site
between Springview Lane and the South Fork of the Indian Run. Section 2 contains 33 lots south
of Springview Lane and north of the community park. Section 3 contains 29 lots north of the
South Fork of Indian Run and south of Park Place. The applicant has indicated that the
development is intended to be sensitive to the established character of the surrounding single-
family neighborhoods. In order the ensure sensitivity, the development standards differentiate
between Perimeter Lots, those adjacent to existing neighborhoods, and Interior Lots, those
adjacent to Jerome Township. Generally, lot sizes are proposed to transition from larger in the
north and east portions of the site to smaller in the south and west portions of the site. The mix
of lot sizes aligns with the Community Plan recommendations. The minimum lot requirements and
additional development details for Perimeter and Interior Lots are identified below.

Minimum Lot Requirements

Requirement Interior Lots Perimeter Lots
Area 6,600 sq. ft.
Width North of stream: 70 ft. North of stream: 80 ft.

South of stream: 60 ft. South of stream: 70 ft.

For corner lots, as shown on the PDP/PP For corner lots, as shown on the PDP/PP
Depth All lots 110 ft.; For corner lots, not less than 100 ft.
Front Yard 20 ft.
Side Yard 5 ft. 5 ft.
Side yard adjacent to Post Preserve: 10 ft.
Rear Yard 10 ft. North boundary: 25 ft.
East boundary: 30 ft.

Lot Coverage 70% 60%
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Additional Development Details

Parking 2 garage spaces and 2 driveway spaces per home
Garage Doors May be up to 50% of the fagcade of the home
Patios Permitted; At-grade patios may encroach 5 ft. into a required rear yard setback
Sheds Prohibited
Fences/Pools Code
Solar Panels Only permitted on portions of roof that are not visible from a public street and
/Skylights park/open space.
Open Space

Hyland-Croy Road Frontage

The building and pavement setback along Hyland-Croy Road is a variable 100 feet. At the
southern end of site, adjacent to the interchange the setback is less than 100 feet, specifically as
dimensioned on the Preliminary Development Plan. While pavement is not permitted to encroach
into the 100 foot setback, right-of-way for public streets is permitted to encroach. This is
consistent with the minimum recommendation of the Community Plan — Rural Roadway Character
as previously detailed. Homes visible from Hyland-Croy Road will have decorative garage doors,
appropriate architectural elements in accordance with the Appearance Code Standards, and use
high-quality materials as detailed in the development text. The character of the open spaces
along Hyland-Cory will be consistent with established developments along the corridor.

Post Road Frontage

The building and pavement setback along Post Road is required to be a minimum of 50 feet.
Existing structures, shared-use paths, and stormwater management basins are permitted to
encroach within the required setback. The development text requires the final landscape design
of the community park is coordinated with the US 33/SR 161/Post Road interchange landscape
design. The conceptual design is intended to recognize Dublin’s agricultural heritage.

Reserves, Ownership, and Maintenance

The applicant is proposing ample open space for this development, which exceeds the amount of
open space required by the Subdivision Regulations. The Planning and Zoning Commission and
City Council have, for several years, discussed the appropriate maintenance responsibilities for
open space by a HOA or the City, especially stormwater management basins. The applicant shall
provide a proforma of anticipated maintenance cost of all open spaces, attributed to the City and
HOA, prior to City Council’s review. The development text requires the neighborhood have a
forced and funded HOA to allow for the maintenance of reserves.

The proposal includes six reserves of open space (Reserves A-F). The applicant is proposing open
spaces as follows including reserve ownership and maintenance.
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Open Space Reserve Ownership and Maintenance
Reserve Description Ownership | Maintenance
A 2.0-acres Community Park located at intersection of City City
Post and Hyland-Glen Roads including two historic
structures, stormwater basis, shared-use paths, and
agricultural landscaping
B 0.7-acre Hyland-Croy Road setback south of City HOA
Springview Lane. The reserve includes entry
features and a shared-use path.

C 1.0-acre Hyland-Croy Road setback between City HOA
Springview Lane and Moorland Drive. The reserve
includes entry features and a shared-use path.
D Each 3.8-acres open space reserves north of City City/HOA*
Moorland Drive and south of Holbein Drive. The
South Fork of the Indian Run divides the two
reserves. The area includes two stormwater
E management basins, entry features, and shared-use City City/HOA*
paths and will also provide for a continuation of the
open space and wildlife corridor from Indian Run
Meadows west through Red Trabue along the South
Fork of the Indian Run.

F 1.1-acre in size and is the Hyland-Croy Road setback City HOA
north of Holbein Drive. The reserve includes entry

features and a shared-use path.
*The City shall maintain functionality storm water management basins and appurtenances thereto which serve storm water functionality

Tree Survey

The applicant has provided a tree survey indicating the size and health of existing trees. The final
details of the tree survey will be confirmed with the Final Development Plan. With the Final
Development Plan, the developer is required to submit a Tree Preservation, Tree Replacement,
and Tree Protection Plan for Staff’s review and the Commission’s approval. Removals and
replacements are more easily mitigated through the Final Development Plan process versus when
the trees are damaged in the field by construction. Tree removals and preservation practices
need to be accurately reflected during the public review process to minimize alterations during
construction. City inspections and approval of tree protection fencing are required prior to
issuance of construction permits. Details are as follows:

e There are 137 trees on site and another 27 trees immediately adjacent off-site. Of the 164
trees surveyed, there are eight dead trees identified. The applicant should updated the
plan to ensure that all trees in poor condition are removed.

e Additionally, the tree survey will need to be updated to include any trees proposed to be
removed as part of the Stillhouse Lane extension. These trees are required to be replace
in accordance with Code.

e Additionally, Staff has identified several hazardous trees along Post Road that should be
removed.

e Staff recommends that the applicant preserve tree #85 given that it is a 25-inch Red Oak
in good condition. The applicant should ensure the stormwater management basis does
not impact the critical root zone. The landscape plans and tree
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preservation/removal/replacement plans will need to be fully coordinated with the Final
Development Plan.

e The final landscape design of the community park is required to be coordinated with the
US 33/SR 161/Post Road interchange landscape improvements prior to submittal of the
Final Development Plan.

¢ In addition to any required trees identified in the development text, the Final Development
Plan will need to provide additional landscaping along the Hyland-Croy Road frontage. The
applicant should work with Staff to implement the Rural Roadway Character.

Architecture & Building Materials

The applicant is proposing four base single-family homes, which includes a variety of architectural
styles (Craftsman, Euro, and Traditional) to meet architectural diversity requirements defined in
the development text. The color palette is proposed to consist of natural earth tones in a warm
and cool hues consistent with recently approved development in Dublin. Homes fronting Hyland-
Croy Road are required to have additional architectural elements including, but not limited to a
stone/synthetic stone watertable, shutters with operable hardware, or masonry entry piers.

The development text permits 1-2-story homes with a maximum height of 35 feet, which is
consistent with the Code allowances in residential zoning districts. The applicant is proposing to
permit a variety of primary cladding materials including: brick, thin brick, stone, manufactured
stone, wood, engineered wood, fiber cement siding, stucco or any combination thereof. The text
also defines trim materials permitted for trim that include: wood, aluminum, PVC, foam, and fiber
cement products. Permitted roof materials are dimensional asphalt shingles (240lbs/sq weight)
and metal standing seam. Windows are permitted to be vinyl.

Front loaded garages are permitted, and decorative doors with stamped pattern and hardware
are required. The applicant is proposing garages be permitted to be up to 50 percent to be
consistent with other neighborhoods previously approved in Dublin. Storage sheds are prohibited
within the subdivision while fences and pools are permitted per Code.

Signs

The applicant is proposing a total of three signs across the development. A comprehensive sign
plan is required to be submitted with the Final Development Plan for the Commission’s review
and approval. Each entry sign is permitted to be 20 square feet in size at a maximum of 6 feet in
height. A single entry sign may be located at the neighborhood entrances along Hyland-Croy
Road. Previously, an entry sign for Post Preserve was contemplated given the 2006 Interchange
Modification Study. In the intervening years, the interchange improvement design has continue to
evolve, negating the need for the Post Preserve sign along Hyland-Croy Road as the existing Post
Preserve sign will be able to be retained.
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Traffic & Access
All proposed streets are public. The main access point, Moorland Drive is proposed to provide
access from Hyland-Croy Road along with two other access points: Springview Lane, which is
restricted to right-in/right-out only access, and Holbein Drive. The proposal includes the
extension of Springview Lane, Stillhouse Lane, and Holbein Drive. Five internal public streets
are also proposed (south to north): Barksdale Drive, Banshee Drive, Gorden Drive, Wilde Drive,
and Wooley Drive. The applicant work with the City of Dublin to finalize phasing of public
streets prior to submission to City Council to the satisfaction of the City Engineer.

The plans include all required pedestrian connections including sidewalks and shared-use paths
to provide connectivity to the regional parks/open space network. Sidewalks or a sidewalk and a
shared-use path is provided on both sides of all public streets.

Traffic Impact Study

The applicant submitted a Traffic Impact Study (TIS) as required for a rezoning application.
The traffic study is currently under review by the City of Dublin and the Union County
Engineer’s Office. As Hyland-Croy Road is within Union County’s right-of-way, they are partners
in the review of the traffic impact study and also control access to this roadway. The study
provides analysis of the anticipated traffic generated by the proposed development and
estimates the projected traffic on the existing roadways. Currently, a study that recommends
certain improvements to mitigate the anticipated development traffic impacts has been
submitted, but comments provided by the City of Dublin and the Union County Engineer’s Office
still need to be addressed. Moving forward, the developer should continue to refine the study to
address the comments to ensure the study can be accepted by the City of Dublin and the Union
County Engineer’s Offices. Once this is completed, the developer will need to work with the City
of Dublin and Union County to create an Infrastructure Agreement that will commit the
developer to the transportation improvements and contributions to offsite intersections that are
recommended as a part of the accepted study.

Anticipated transportation improvements include:

Traffic control improvement (such as a traffic signal) at the main entrance
Southbound left and northbound right turn lanes at both full access points
Northbound right turn lane at the restricted right-in/right-out only access point
Contribution to future improvements along Hyland-Croy Road

The applicant should continue to work with the City and Union County to complete the traffic
impact study to the satisfaction of the City Engineer and the Union County Engineer, prior to
submitting the rezoning for consideration by City Council. Once this is complete, the applicant
should work with the City of Dublin and Union County to develop an Infrastructure Agreement
for consideration by City Council. This should be submitted in conjunction with the submission
of the Rezoning to City Council.

Stormwater Management & Utilities

Stormwater Management and Stream Protection

The proposal will meet the requirements of the City of Dublin Chapter 53 Stormwater
Management and Stream Protection Code by constructing multiple stormwater management
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retention basins, storm sewer pipes, and associated structures. The applicant has located and
sized these facilities based on a stormwater management report that analyzed the existing and
anticipated drainage for the area and have provided calculations for the sizing of the retention
basins. The applicant will need to continue to work with Engineering to demonstrate compliance
in accordance with Chapter 53 of the Dublin Code of Ordinances.

A stream corridor protection zone is located near the northern third of the proposed site. This
area has been delineated and has been kept free of proposed buildings, stormwater
management facilities and other prohibited uses in this zone.

Water

Access to public water for domestic and fire protection use will be available by the construction
of new public water main from the south along Hyland-Croy Road. Additionally, this proposal
provides for the construction of new public water main within the development, including new
fire hydrants.

Sanitary Sewer

New public sanitary sewer is proposed with this development to provide access for the
proposed lots. This will connect to existing sanitary sewer located to the east of this
development.

Summary

This is a proposal for a Preliminary Plat for the subdivision of 42.5-acres of land and includes
the creation of 102 single-family lots, six open space reserves, and nine public streets. The
Preliminary Plat shows existing conditions, proposed development sections, setback
requirements, lot depths and widths, and easements. The plat includes the open space
acreages, ownership and maintenance responsibilities.

The single-family lots range in size with the smallest lot at 6,600 square feet and the largest lot
at 18,997 square feet. The minimum lot depth is 110 feet and the largest lots depth are 130
feet deep. Single-family residential setbacks are not platted, but rather are defined by the
development text. The plat establishes a 20-foot front building line for each lot along the public
right-of-way. Additionally, a 30-foot and 10-foot building setback line is platted along the
eastern and northern property lines, respectively. Associated utility easements are also denoted
on the plat. The plat also includes building and pavement setbacks along the Hyland-Croy Road
and Post Road frontages, 100 feet and 50 feet, respectively.

All proposed streets are public. Moorland Drive is proposed to provide access from Hyland-Croy
Road along with two other access points: Springview Lane, which is restricted to right-in/right-
out only access, and Holbein Drive. The proposal includes the extension of Springview Lane,
Stillhouse Lane, and Holbein Drive. Five internal public streets are also proposed (south to
north): Barksdale Drive, Banshee Drive, Gorden Drive, Wilde Drive, and Wooley Drive. The
proposed public streets will provide 50 feet of right-of-way with 28 feet of pavement and be
classified as a minor thoroughfare. Pedestrian connections, including 4-foot sidewalks and 8-foot



City of Dublin Planning and Zoning Commission
Cases 21-116Z/PDP & Case 21-117PP — Hyland Glen
Thursday, September 16, 2021 | Page 14 of 18

shared-use path, are included throughout the development to provide connectivity to the
regional parks/open space network. The minimum tree lawn width is proposed to be 8 feet.

Finally, the Subdivision Regulations require land dedication for open space and for
recreational facilities. The applicant is required to provide a minimum of 6.46-acres for open
space for the site based on the area and number of single-family lots. The proposal is for
12.4-acres of open space of which all is to be dedicated to the City.

Rezoning with Preliminary Development Plan

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

The proposed development is consistent with the purpose, intent and applicable
standards of the Zoning Code;

Criterion met. This proposal is generally consistent with the purpose, intent and
applicable development standards of the Zoning Code requirements. Establishment of a
Planned Unit Development successfully addresses the unique conditions and location of
the site.

The proposed development is in conformity with Community Plan, Thoroughtare Plan,
Bikeway Plan, and other adopted plans or portions thereof as they may apply and will
not unreasonably burden the existing street network;

Criterion met. The proposed development meets the goals and objectives defined in the
Community Plan including the Future Land Use designation for the site and the
Thoroughfare Plan recommendations. The development preserves historic and cultural
assets while also providing a successful transition westward to Jerome Township.

The proposed development advances the general welfare of the city and immediate
vicinity and will not impede the normal and orderly development and improvement of the
surrounding areas;

Criterion met. The proposed neighborhood promotes orderly development that is
respectful to the surrounding development character while also providing an appropriate
transition to Jerome Township. The community park promotes the general welfare of
the City and surrounding area.

The proposed uses are appropriately located in the city so that the use and value of
property within and adjacent to the area will be safeguarded;

Criterion met. The proposed development meets the Future Land Use designation for
the site. The development plan safeguards surrounding established neighborhoods and
preserves the Rural Roadway character along the east side of Hyland-Croy Road.

Proposed residential development will have sufficient open space areas that meet the
objectives of the Community Plan,

Criterion met with Condition. The proposed open space provision meets and exceeds the
requirements. The applicant should provide City Council a proforma detailing the HOA
and City maintenance costs associated with the proposed open spaces. The applicant
should work with the City’s landscape Zoning Inspector to ensure the tree survey, tree
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preservation plan, tree removal/replacement plan, and landscape plan are updated as
detailed in this Staff Report with the Final Development Plan submittal.

6) The proposed development respects the unique characteristic of the natural features and
protects the natural resources of the site;
Criterion met. The proposal will have to adhere to Code for any removal and
replacement of the vegetation on site. The Stream Corridor Protection Zone located near
the northern third of the proposed site has been kept free of proposed buildings,
stormwater management facilities and other prohibited uses in this zone.

7) Adequate utilities, access roads, drainage, retention and/or necessary facilities have been
or are being provided,
Criterion met with Condition. The proposal will meet the requirements of the City of
Dublin Chapter 53 Stormwater Management and Stream Protection Code by constructing
multiple stormwater management retention basins, storm sewer pipes, and associated
structures. The extension of public utilities is included with this development proposal.
The applicant should continue to work with Engineering, prior to submittal of the Final

Development Plan, to ensure compliance with the City of Dublin Chapter 53 Stormwater
Management and Stream Protection Code.

8) Adequate measures have been or will be taken to provide ingress and egress designed to
minimize traffic congestion on the surrounding public streets and to maximize public
safety and to accommodate adequate pedestrian and bike circulation systems so that the
proposed development provides for a safe, convenient and non-conflicting circulation
system for motorists, bicyclists and pedestrians;

Criterion met with Conditions. The applicant has submitted a Traffic Impact Study that
recommends certain improvements to mitigate the anticipated development traffic
impacts. The developer should continue to work with the City and the Union County
Engineer’s Office to finalize the TIS prior to City Council. The applicant should continue
to work with the City of Dublin and Union County to develop an Infrastructure

Agreement for consideration by City Council. This should be submitted in conjunction
with the submission of the rezoning to City Council.

9) The relationship of buildings and structures to each other and to such other facilities
provides for the coordination and integration of this development within the PUD and the
larger community and maintains the image of Dublin as a quality community;

Criterion met. The applicant’s development proposal addresses Staff, Commission, and
residents requests over the last several years. The creation of a community park and

preservation of historic structures at a key gateway location maintains the image of
Dublin as a quality community.

10) The density, building gross floor area, building heights, setbacks, distances between
buildings and structures, yard space, design and layout of open space systems and
parking areas, traftic accessibility and other elements having a bearing on the overall
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acceptability of the development plans contribute to the orderly development of land
within the city;

Criterion met. The proposed density is compatible with surrounding development, as are
the lot and building development standards.

11) Adequate provision is made for storm drainage within and through the site so as to

maintain, as far as practicable, usual and normal swales, water courses and drainage
areas;

Criterion met with Condition. The proposal will meet the requirements of the City of
Dublin Chapter 53 Stormwater Management and Stream Protection Code by constructing
multiple stormwater management retention basins, storm sewer pipes, and associated
structures. The applicant continue to work with Engineering, prior to submittal of the

Final Development Plan, to ensure compliance with the City of Dublin Chapter 53
Stormwater Management and Stream Protection Code.

12) The design, site arrangement, and anticipated benefits of the proposed development
Justify any deviation from the standard development regulations included in the Zoning
Code or Subdlivision Regulation, and that any such deviations are consistent with the
Intent of the Planned Development District regulations;
Criterion met. The proposed site layout is responsive to surrounding context and in
accordance with the Community Plan. The flexibility provided by the Planned Unit

Development process is necessary in this case to address the unique site location along
the western boundary of Dublin.

13) The proposed building design meets or exceeds the quality of the building designs in the
surrounding area and all applicable appearance standards of the city;
Criterion met. The development text includes material and designs standards. The
proposed building materials meet or exceed Appearance Code standards and the quality

is compatible with the surrounding neighborhoods. Conceptual architectural elevations

have been provided for the Commission’s consideration with the Preliminary
Development Plan.

14) The proposed phasing of development is appropriate for the existing and proposed
Infrastructure and is sufficiently coordinated among the various phases to ultimately yield
the intended overall development;

Criterion met. The development will be completed in multiple phases. The applicant
should work with the City to finalize phasing of public streets prior to submission to City

Council specifically to allow for the opportunity for Holbein Drive to be extended with
Section 1.

15) The proposed development can be adequately serviced by existing or planned public
improvements and not impair the existing public service system for the area;
Criterion met with Condition. The Traffic Impact Study has been submitted and
presently under review. The applicant should continue to work with the City and Union
County to complete the traffic impact study to the satisfaction of the City Engineer and
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the Union County Engineer, prior to submitting the rezoning for consideration by City
Council.

16) The applicant's contributions to the public infrastructure are consistent with the
Thoroughfare Plan and are sufficient to service the new development.
Criterion met with Condition. The acceptance of the Traffic Impact Study allows for the
creation of the Infrastructure Agreement that would accompany the
rezoning/preliminary development plan to City Council for final determination. The
applicant should work with the City of Dublin and Union County to develop an
Infrastructure Agreement for consideration by City Council. This should be submitted in
conjunction with the submission of the rezoning to City Council.

Preliminary Plat

The Zoning Code does not contain specific criteria to guide the review of plats. Planning
evaluates the conformance of the plat on the requirements set forth in Chapter 152: Subdivision
Regulations of the Code:

1)

2)

3)

4)

Plat Information and Construction Requirements

Criteria Met with Condition. The proposal is consistent with the requirements of the
Subdivision Regulations. The applicant should make any minor technical adjustments prior to
City Council review.

Lots, Street, Sidewalk, and Bike Path Standards

Criteria Met. This proposal is consistent with the lot, street, sidewalk, and bikepath
standards of the Subdivision Regulations. The proposal connects to all existing street,
sidewalk, and bike path infrastructure from Post Preserve to the east and Park Place to the
north.

Utilities
Criteria Met. Proposed and existing utilities are shown on the preliminary plat.

Open Space Requirements

Criteria Met. The proposed open space provision meets the requirements. Open space is

required to be dedicated to the City. The plat accurately shows the ownership and
maintenance of open spaces.

Staff recommends approval of the Rezoning/Preliminary Development Plan with
conditions finding that the proposal meets the review criteria as outlined above:

1) The applicant work with the City’s landscape Zoning Inspector to ensure the tree survey,
tree preservation plan, tree removal/replacement plan, and landscape plan are updated
as detailed in this Staff Report with the Final Development Plan submittal.

2) The applicant submit a proforma detailing anticipated open space maintenance costs for
the City and HOA prior to submitting the rezoning for consideration by City Council.
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3) The applicant continue to work with the City of Dublin and Union County to complete
the traffic impact study to the satisfaction of the City Engineer and the Union County
Engineer, prior to submitting the rezoning for consideration by City Council.

4) That the applicant work with the City of Dublin and Union County to develop an
Infrastructure Agreement for consideration by City Council to be submitted in
conjunction with the Rezoning application to City Council.

5) The applicant continue to work with Engineering, prior to submittal of the Final
Development Plan, to ensure compliance with the City of Dublin Chapter 53 Stormwater
Management and Stream Protection Code.

6) The applicant work with the City of Dublin to finalize phasing of public streets prior to
submission to City Council to the satisfaction of the City Engineer.

Staff recommends approval of the Preliminary Plat with one condition:

1) The applicant ensures that any minor technical adjustments to the plat are made prior
to City Council submittal.
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The Planning and Zoning Commission took the following action at this meeting:

1. Hyland Glen at 7270 Hyland-Croy Road
21-058INF Informal Review

Proposal: Development of a residential Planned Unit Development neighborhood
consisting of 102 single-family lots with 12.8 acres of open space on a
42.2-acre site.

Location: Northeast of the intersection of Hyland-Croy Road with Post Road and
zoned Rural District.

Request: Informal review and non-binding feedback for a future development
application under the provisions of Zoning Code Sections 153.050 —
153.056.

Applicant: The Paragon Building Group DBA Virginia Homes

Planning Contact: Nichole Martin, AICP, Senior Planner

Contact Information:  614.410.4635, nmartin@dublin.oh.us

Case Information: www.dublinohiousa.gov/pzc/21-058

RESULT: The Commission conducted an informal review and provided non-binding feedback on a
proposal to develop a new single-family neighborhood. The Commission expressed
appreciation to the applicant for incorporating previous feedback from the neighborhood
regarding a desire for all single-family lots. The Commission acknowledged the street layout
remains largely the same and the traffic study will need to be finalized with a formal
application. The Commission discussed preservation of the historic farmstead site along Post
Road. Members of the Commission identified that the Community Plan recommends the
farmstead be preserved. Members discussed they would look to Staff for a recommendation
regarding which structures should be preserved. The Commission expressed a desire for
usable open spaces as an amenity to complement the single-family development.

MEMBERS PRESENT:

Jane Fox Yes
Warren Fishman Yes
Mark Supelak Yes
Rebecca Call Yes
Leo Grimes Yes
Lance Schneier Yes
Kim Way Yes

STAFF CERTIFICATION

DocuSigned by:

Mol M, Martin

ichote Mattin, AICP, Senior Planner

PLANNING 5200 Emerald Parkway  Dublin, Ohio 43017 phone 614.410.4600 dublinohiousa.gov

EVERYTHING GROWS HERE.




CiTY OF DUBLIN HISTORICAL AND CULTURAL ASSESSMENT — INDIVIDUAL PROPERTY SHEETS

Parcel 1700290130010  Address 7298 Post Rd OHI UNI-471-14
Year Built: Ca.1900 Map No: 96 Photo No:  384-390 (6/15/16)
Theme:  Agriculture Historic Use: Agricultural/Single family Present Use: Agricultural/Single
house family house
Style: Vernacular/Gabled ell ~ Foundation: Not visible Wall Type:  Frame
Roof Type: Cross gable/asphalt Exterior Wall: Aluminum Symmetry:  None
shingle
Stories: 2 Front Bays: 3 Side Bays: 1
Porch: Hipped-roof porchon  Chimney: None visible Windows:  Replacement
facade, supported by 1-over-1

square wood posts

Description: The farmstead complex includes a house, large barn, storage barn, machine shed, shed, and two smaller
outbuildings. The house is a one-and-one-half-story Gabled-ell building. The cross-gable roof is sheathed in asphalt
shingles and pierced by a front-gable wall dormer on the facade. The exterior of the house is clad in aluminum siding. An
open front porch with a half-hipped roof spans the width of the facade. It has a concrete deck and wood posts and railing.
The front door is centered within the porch. Windows are one-over-one vinyl sashes, some sheltered by metal awnings.

Setting: The property is located on the east side of Hyland Croy Rd, and is oriented south to Post Rd. Agricultural fields
surround the immediate vicinity of the complex, however a modern housing complex is in view to the east.

Condition: Good

Integrity:  Location: Y Design: Y  Setting: Y  Materials: N
Workmanship: N Feeling: Y  Association;: Y

Integrity Notes: The extant farmstead complex has good integrity, with some diminished integrity from replacement
materials.

Historical Significance: The farmstead complex is a distinctive local example of agriculture in the Dublin area and is
recommended eligible for the NRHP.

District:  No Contributing Status: N/A
National Register:  Recommended eligible Property Name: N/A
7298 Post Rd, looking northeast 7298 Post Rd, outbuildings, looking northwest

Map Grid 96 - 1



OHIO HISTORIC INVENTORY

THIS IS A FACSIMILE OF THE FORM PRODUCED BY:

OHIO HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE
567 East Hudson St

Columbis, Ohio 43211-1030
614/297-2470-fax 614-297-2496

1.No. Z.County 4.Present Name(s)
UNI-471-14 Union
3.Location of Negatives
CITY OF DUBLIN 5.Historic or Other Name(s)
Roll No.  Picture No.(s)
5 14
6.Specific Address or Location 16. Thematic Association(s)
7298 POST AGRICULTURE
6a. Lot, Section or VMD 17 Date(s) or Period 17b. Alteration Date(s)
C. 1900
7.City or Village 18. Style or Design [ High Style
DUBLIN [JElements
8 18a. Style of Addition or Elements(s)
19. Architect or Engineer
18a. Design Sources
20. Contractor or Builder
21. Building Type or Plan
9. U.T M. Refereneé 22. Original Use, if apparent
Quadrangle Name BARN
Hilliard
17 314630 4441940 BARN
Zone Easting Northing 24. Ownership
[Jpublic  [X]Private
[lsite  [XBuitding [ ]Structure [ ]Object 25. Owner's Name & Address, if known
1 12. N.R.
Register? NO  Potential?
13. Part of Estab. 14. District
Hist. Dist? NO  Potential? 26. Property Acreage

15. Name of Established District (N.R. or Local)

Interior and Exterior

27. Other Surveys in Which Included

on reverse if necessary)

A collection of farm buildings including a large barn

with a gambrel roof;

a medium barn and a small barn,

both with gable roofs. The barns have vertical tongue
groove siding and have small shed additions. There is
also a small chicken coop and another small building
that may have been used as a springhouse.

43. History and Significance (Continue on reverse if necessar
This 1s a good example

outbuildings. The house has
and was not recorded.

44. Description of Environment and Qutbuildings (See
Located in a farm fieid 1in

of Union and F:ranklin Counti

45. Sources of Information
observation

of a complex of

rural area on the boundar
S.

farm
been significantly altered

OHIO

HISTORICAL
SOCIETY
SINCE 1885
CODED
["lcopbED
28. No. of Stories 2
29. Basement?
[JYes XINo

30 Foundation Material
NOT VISIBLE

31. Wall Construction
FRAME

32. Roof Type & Material
GABLE/S S METAL
33. No. of Bays
Front Side

34. Exterior Wall Material(s)
VERT . PLANK/TNG&GROV

36. Plan Shape RECT.
36. Changes
() Addition
[ ]Adtered

CMoved (Explain In #42)

37. Window Types
DS over6 [ J4overd DZ over 2
X other

38. Building Dimensions

39. Endangered?
ByWhat? DEVELOPMT

40. Chimney Placement

Yes

NONE
41. Distance from and
Frontage on Road
%\
N
PHOTO \\)}

Q

48. Prepared by

NANCY RECCHIE
47. Organization

BDR&C
48. Date Rﬁorded in Field
5/03

49. Revised by 50. Date Revised
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INFORMAL REVIEW CASES

1. Hyland Glen at 7270 Hyland-Croy Road, 21-058INF, Informal Review

A request for the development of a residential Planned Unit Development neighborhood consisting of
102 single-family lots with 12.8 acres of open space. The 42.2-acre site is zoned Rural District and is
northeast of the intersection of Hyland-Croy Road with Post Road.
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Staff Presentation

Ms. Martin stated that this is a request for an Informal Review, an optional step in the Planned Unit
Development process. This site currently is zoned Rural. The anticipated request will be for a rezoning
of the site to a Planned Unit Development (PUD). The site is located northeast of the intersection of Post
Road and Hyland-Croy Road and is approximately 42 acres in size. The site has 3,000 feet of frontage
along Hyland-Croy Road and presently contains two residences with access from Hyland-Croy Road, and
a historic farmstead located along Post Road. The remainder of the site is farmed. The Community Plan
is a guiding document that is referred to when rezoning of property is being considered. The Future Land
Use for this site has two designations — one is Suburban Residential, Low Density; the other is Mixed
Residential, Low Density. The Mixed Residential Low Density recommends up to 3 dwelling units (du)/per
acre; Suburban Residential recommends 1 — 2 du/acre. The Community Plan also includes Special Area
Plan, where special attention is given to unique site characteristics, as well as corridors. The Northwest
Glacier Ridge Special Area Plan has both general and specific recommendations. Single-family, detached
residential lots are contemplated adjacent to existing single-family residential. Additionally, there are
clustered homes along the Hyland-Croy Road frontage adjacent to Post Road and the US33 Interchange.
That Special Area Plan also included a rural roadway character recommendation. That character is
already implemented in a number of neighborhoods along Hyland-Croy Road, having generous setbacks
from 100-200 feet. Additionally, the Community Plan recommends preservation of the historic farmstead
or a portion thereof. The farmstead on this site enhances the rural roadway character and contributes
to the overall history of Dublin.

Proposal
The proposal is for development of a PUD neighborhood on the 42.2-acre site that would consist of 102

single-family residential lots, 12.8 acres of open space and 6 new public rights-of-way. The site access
aligns with previously established access plans as well as previous proposals reviewed by the
Commission. The Conceptual Plan includes the extension of the ML “Red” Trabue Nature Reserve along
the South Fork of Indian Run, and the preservation of one historic barn at the intersection of Post Road
and Hyland Croy Road, as well as a detention basin and gateway landscape feature. The proposed
density is 2.4 du/per acre, which aligns with the Community Plan recommendations. Generally, lot sizes
are proposed to transition from larger in the north and east boundaries of the site to smaller in the south
and west portions of the site. Lots along the margins of the site will be similar in size to adjacent lots in
Post Preserve and Park Place. Smaller lots will be along the Post Road and Hyland-Croy Road interchange.
This is consistent with the Community Plan’s recommendations. All lots are a minimum of 110 feet in
depth, with those adjacent to Post Preserve being 130 feet in depth. Lot widths will vary, with those next
to single-family neighborhoods being 75-80 feet in width. The smaller lots in the center of site will be 60
feet in width.

Staff recommends the Commission consider the following discussion questions in their review:
1) Is the Commission supportive of the single-family land use and overall density?
2) Does the Commission support the conceptual site layout including streets and lots?
3) Is the Commission supportive of the conceptual open spaces including preservation of
natural feature and cultural resources?
4) Other considerations by the Commission.

Applicant Presentation

Charles Ruma, Jr., president, Virginia Homes, 485 Metro Place S., Dublin, OH stated that they were
approached with the owners of the Gorden property after the Schottenstein Real Estate Group’s previous
unsuccessful attempts to develop the property. Before getting involved, they spent time reviewing the
previous rezoning proposal to determine how they could create a successful project that would solve the
issues that were raised. This is a challenging site to develop creatively, as there is development on all
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four sides; essentially this would be an infill development. The Autumn Rose residential development is
to the north; plans for retail and commercial in Jerome Township exists to the west; commercial exists
to the south; and a substantial SR161 highway ramp exits to Post Road. In addition, Post Preserve is
immediately adjacent to the east with three predetermined stubstreets that will connect through this infill
property to Hyland-Croy Road. With all those factors, the layout of this site is fairly constrictive. They
have focused on lowering the density and creating a consistent product throughout this transitional site.
They have been working with staff, who is familiar with the site’s issues. They also have been
communicating with the residents in the area, sharing their plans with the Post Preserve HOA to ensure
they address all their concerns. Looking at the previous issues raised, they believe they have succeeded
in creating a vastly improved Concept Plan. They have attempted to address the following concerns:
1) Land use. This is a single-family subdivision with homes averaging from $600,000-
$700,000.
2) Density. The density in this development has been reduced to 102 units, which lowers the
density by almost 140 units from the previous application. No lots will be less than 60 feet
wide. Lot lines will be retained with the Post Preserve neighborhood.
3) Open space. They will have 12.8 acres of open space spread throughout the community.
The open spaces will be usable, complement the site, and preserve the rural character
along Hyland-Croy Road.
4) Preservation of the historic barn. They have reworked the storm basin to be able to retain
the historic barn with this project.
5) Hyland-Croy Road setbacks. There will be a 100-foot setback along the roadway. There
will be extensive landscaping and mounding along the roadway, preserving the rural
character. The homes will front onto a secondary street that will connect with Hyland-Croy
Road.
6) Community engagement. That has occurred.
They believe they are proposing a plan that meets the desired goals for this site.

Charles Ruma, Sr., Virginia Homes, 485 Metro Place S., Dublin, OH, stated that the only additional item
he would point out is that the interchange that is being built will end up at the intersection of Hyland-
Croy and Post roads. That will necessitate the closing of Post Preserve Blvd., which will eliminate the
neighborhood’s Post Road access. The neighborhood'’s access will be through this proposed development
to Hyland-Croy Road. The location of the ingress and egress through their site has been determined by
the City’s Engineering Department

Commission Questions

Ms. Fox stated that the northernmost 1/3 of the site that has larger lots will have a lower density than
the remainder of the site. What would be the density of that northern section?

Ms. Martin responded that the Community Plan recommends 1 — 2 du/acre in the upper, northern portion
and up to 3 du/acre in the lower portion. She has not calculated the density separately. However, as a
45-acre site, prior to the right-of-way take, she had calculated the distribution as 121 single-family units.

Mr. Grimes requested Engineering’s overview of the intersection with Hyland-Croy Road and the flow of
traffic on that road and the adjacent neighborhoods.

Michael Hendershot, City Engineer, stated that with any proposed development, there are concerns with
the traffic that will be generated. There are requirements in place in order to handle those concerns
properly. Those details will be part of the Rezoning/Preliminary Development Plan stage. That will include
a Traffic Impact Study, conducted by professional engineers, which models the traffic on the existing
roadways, evaluates the impact of the anticipated additional traffic on the surrounding roadway network,
and recommends mitigation measures for that impact.




Planning and Zoning Commission
Meeting Minutes of May 20, 2021
Page 4 of 28

Mr. Grimes stated that as he understands it, that evaluation has yet to occur.

Mr. Hendershot responded affirmatively. Discussions regarding projected traffic flows and any
recommended mitigation measures would be part of a rezoning application. However, there are current
CIP projects scheduled to handle the Post Preserve neighborhood access prior to the completion of the
interchange construction. Part of the necessary modification will be the extension of Springview Lane
and Stillhouse Lane to a single street creating a new access point onto Hyland-Croy Road. This project
is required by ODOT to eliminate the Post Preserve Blvd. intersection with Post Road, due to the change
and limited access right-of-way created by the US33/SR161/Post Road interchange. The current CIP also
contains an intersection improvement project for that newly created entry onto Hyland-Croy Road. The
CIP and the anticipated development will accommodate the necessary improvements.

Mr. Supelak inquired if the new on/off ramp construction has a timeframe.
Mr. Hendershot responded that the US33/SR161/Post Road interchange project is expected to be bid in
early 2022. The tentative construction completion date is June 2025.

Mr. Schneier requested clarification of the preservation consultant’s and staff's recommendations
regarding the historic buildings.

Ms. Martin responded that the property located along Post Road is included in the City’s Historic and
Cultural Assessment, which was adopted in 2017. A specific review prepared by the City’s consultant
was based on a site visit, including a review of the barn and other structures. The consultant’s
recommendation based on the seven integrity markers of the National Parks Service was that, ideally,
the entire farmstead would be preserved intact. However, if only one structure were to be preserved,
the largest barn alone meets all the eligibility criteria to be considered historic. Staff is supportive of the
recommendations and acknowledges that the applicant has selected the latter of the two. That item has
been suggested as a discussion question for the Commission.

Mr. Schneier inquired if it was staff’s position that retaining only the barn would be sufficient.

Ms. Martin responded that staff has no position at this time. After tonight’s discussion, they would be
able to solidify a direction.

Mr. Way inquired if the intersections with Hyland-Croy Road were predetermined and fixed, or if flexibility
existed concerning the intersections.

Ms. Martin stated that for the most part, they are predetermined and consistent with the City’s Access
Management Plan that was adopted by City Council in 2006.

Mr. Ruma, Sr. noted that Jerome Township retains some jurisdiction along Hyland-Croy Road, so was
involved in determining the access points for this site to Hyland-Croy Road.

Ms. Martin stated that, as part of the previous development proposal, there was significant coordination
between City of Dublin Engineering and Union County Engineering to reach agreement on the access
points.

Mr. Way stated that the reason he asked was that it would appear if the Hyland Glen Drive were moved
further north, it would create more equal spacing between the intersections, potentially creating a safer
circulation. Did the developer give any consideration to locating the large vs. small lots differently?

Mr. Ruma, Sr. responded that the intent is for the 60-foot wide lots to be one, empty-nester project,
much like the Riviera home products. They would prefer those homes to be located back to back.

Mr. Ruma, Jr. stated that part of that intent also was to locate the larger lots adjacent to the Post
Preserve neighborhood.

Mr. Fishman requested clarification of the preservation intent. Would the home also be preserved or
perhaps the entire farmstead? If so, who will be responsible for restoring it? What are the plans?

Ms. Martin responded that based on the information currently available, there are no specific plans. In
other neighborhoods that have been developed that contained historic structures, if the structures are
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preserved, they are dedicated to the City in a reserve of open space. The City would become the owner
and be responsible for maintaining that historic and cultural resource. Which or how many structures
will be preserved is part of the Commission’s discussion tonight. The location of the stormwater basin
will be generally in the location shown; however, as the site layout is refined with the Preliminary
Development Plan and further engineering studies are done regarding the necessary volume, re-
configuration of the stormwater basin could occur.

Mr. Fishman inquired if the decision regarding the historical properties would be the City’s.

Ms. Martin responded that it would be the decision of PZC and City Council with the rezoning. However,
historically, responsibility of the preservation of historic properties retained has been the City’s.

Mr. Ruma, Sr. pointed out that the lowest portion of the property, where the house and barn are located,
is adjacent to Post Road. Originally, their plan did not include preservation of any of those buildings due
to their state of disrepair, the barn being in better shape than the other structures. After reviewing the
previous proposal’s discussion regarding preservation of the historic barn, they decided to re-shape the
pond along Post Road to provide adequate space to retain the barn.

Ms. Call requested clarification of the process and timing when a historic preservation resource is
dedicated to the City.

Ms. Martin responded that the City has not had a case like this in recent history, and some processes
have changed over time. The process would need to be coordinated with the Directors of Development
and Facilities. The framework is established with the Preliminary Development Plan and Preliminary Plat,
but the actual dedication of open space occurs when the Final Plat is recorded with Union County.

Mr. Ruma, Sr. stated that they were involved with the preservation of a historic barn in a similar situation
— the Conine Farm, Wedgewood Glen, off Smoky Row in Dublin. They were able to proceed by protecting
the barn structure during development. After it was completed, the City rehabilitated the structure for
preservation purposes over the next few years. They have done this previously and are confident with
that process.

Mr. Supelak stated that the City would be placing the property owner in a double jeopardy position in
asking for the land to be dedicated to the City but also penalizing them for giving up the open space.
Ms. Martin responded that the land would still count toward the required open space.

Mr. Supelak inquired, whatever the preservation ultimately consists of, who would design the site. Would
a decision be made to preserve the site without knowing its intended design?

Ms. Martin responded that a conceptual open space would be provided with the Preliminary Development
Plan, but open space is not fully designed until the Final Development Plan. The developer and staff are
experienced in defining those details. The Commission is asked for feedback regarding the land use and
the site layout. It appears the Commission is indicating there should be some preservation of the historic
structures.

Ms. Rauch stated that Commission feedback is requested whether the proposal meets the criteria of the
Code and the Community Plan, and if the Commission desires preservation of one or all of the historic
structures.

Mr. Fishman inquired if whatever decision is made regarding the historical structures would affect the
size of the retention pond.

Ms. Martin responded that all of those items would require further study. The development team has
engaged a civil engineer. With a formal application, more details would be provided; however, all
stormwater on the site would be managed per the City of Dublin Stormwater Regulations.

Mr. Fishman inquired if the pond would be a detention, not retention pond.
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Mr. Hendershot clarified that retention ponds are the wet basins; detention ponds are the dry basins.
There are other stormwater measures that could be proposed. Permeable pavers and underground
storage facilities are options that could be considered with a design engineer, as the project moves
forward.

Commission Discussion

Ms. Call asked the Commission members to provide input on the following discussion questions.
1) Is the Commission supportive of the single-family land use and overall density?
2) Does the Commission support the conceptual site layout including streets and lots?
3) Is the Commission supportive of the conceptual open spaces including preservation of
natural feature and cultural resources?
4) Other considerations by the Commission.

Ms. Fox thanked the applicants for engaging the Post Preserve residents. That is one of the first items
the Commission looks for and appreciates. It is reassuring that the layout was initiated with the intent
to address the concerns previously raised. While she is happy to see that the proposal includes single-
family homes, she is also supportive of cluster homes. She would not be opposed to a little more density
in the southern portion of the site. Although there is not much opportunity for a different layout in the
northern portion, is there any opportunity for cluster housing in the lower portion of the site, breaking
up the linear layout of the typical suburban development? Although the site is constricted by its long and
narrow dimensions, there are two great amenities on this property:

1) The historic farmstead is a gateway entrance to Hyland-Croy Road, and provides the
neighborhood a buffer between the nearby commercial site and the roadway. She would prefer
the entire homestead be preserved, excluding the toolshed. What opportunities could exist with
preservation of the farmstead for future social connection purposes? The City is looking for infill
developments to offer walkable amenities, places around which a sense of community can be
created.

2) The greenway leading to the Red Trabue Preserve. With the contemplation of the 2035
Framework Plan, Council is considering formation of a major east-west greenway across the City.
The Preserve could be an entrance to that greenway. Would it be possible to incorporate a layout
that would take advantage of an opportunity to view this amenity?

Ms. Fox invited the applicant to comment on the potential of the above opportunities.

Mr. Ruma, Sr. responded that Post Preserve is adamant about having adjacent single-family that is similar
in nature to the existing homes in Post Preserve, and they have attempted to ensure that occurs. On the
east boundary adjacent to Post Preserve, the lots have a 130-foot depth. This will preserve the existing
tree line, but it will also preserve the ability to build homes similar to those adjacent in Post Preserve. In
regard to the other point, there are three points of access predetermined by the City, which dictate how
traffic must flow through this subdivision. Not only must that roadway be maintained, but due to their
concern about traffic, Post Preserve residents are opposed to a roadway directly to Hyland-Croy Road.
Currently, the neighborhood is comprised of stub streets. Altering that to a more direct route is a matter
of concern to those residents. Finally, as was pointed out, this site is very narrow. Taking into
consideration the required streets, size of the lots, the 100-foot setback off Hyland-Croy Road, and the
need to preserve consistency of the lots adjacent to the existing neighborhood, there is not much room.
Adjusting it differently would require marginalizing the product. Incorporating high-density cluster
housing will require multi-family development, which is strongly objected to by Post Preserve.

Ms. Fox stated that Post Preserve residents may be concerned about the construction of an apartment
complex. With cottage cluster units, it might be possible to have more attached, 1.0 or 1.5 story units.
They could then focus on providing the homestead within the cottage community.

Mr. Ruma responded that might be possible, if they did not retain the 11 lots that are adjacent to Post
Preserve, which are the larger lots. Because there must be a roadway to service those lots, not much
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latitude remains to include cluster housing. However, in reality, 60-foot lots are essentially cluster
housing.

Ms. Fox responded that she is not opposed to that density. What she is looking for are more usable,
walkable, socially connected spaces that will encourage the residents to walk down the street and talk to
their neighbors. In some 55+ communities with smaller homes, the residents appreciate being able to
take a walk to a community center, pool or a garden. With the farmstead amenity and the greenway to
Red Trabue Preserve, it would be nice to orient the lots to be more amenity-focused than street focused.
She understands the constrictions of the site and is just putting forth the challenge. She would like to
see the entire farmstead preserved, as it is a great opportunity for the City, a gateway to Hyland-Croy
Road and an amenity for the neighborhood by fostering social connectivity.

Mr. Ruma stated that the report calls for the farmstead to be preserved; is she calling for something
more?

Ms. Fox clarified that it would include the house and the barn.

Mr. Ruma responded that he has a different position regarding the house, because it is in serious disrepair
to the point of being dangerous. It would require significant work to enable utilization of that structure.

Mr. Grimes stated that, in general, he likes the number of lots and the layout, which would be good for
the adjacent Post Preserve neighborhood. His concern is what effect would preservation of the barn or
additional structures have on the City’s long-term plans for the farmstead. That would impact how the
lots on that end of the property would be laid out. If only the barn is retained, how would it be utilized?
It would need to be a “walk to” only feature, as parking in that area is not desired. He is concerned about
long-term plans with the preservation of that or more structures. He is also concerned about traffic.
Hyland-Croy Road is becoming increasingly busy, particularly with the very busy Post Road-Hyland-Croy
intersection. Currently, the streets that will empty into Hyland-Croy Road are very quiet, narrow, stub
streets. There now will be three access points to Hyland-Croy Road. He is in support of the single-family
land use and overall density; however, he would like to see the details of the Traffic Impact Study. In
regard to retention of the cultural resources, he might be supportive of retaining the barn only, if there
were a long-term City plan for that resource.

Mr. Ruma clarified that the most southern point of ingress/egress is a right-turn in and right-turn out.

Mr. Schneier stated that he is supportive of the proposed plan, although he could also be supportive of
increased density, if it could be accomplished in a creative manner. With respect to preservation, the
applicant is willing to preserve the barn. The question is if the City wants to accept that offer. If the
applicant does not want to preserve anything else, he would not be supportive of requiring it. Without
the City’s acceptance of the barn and the terms and conditions therewith, he would not be interested in
seeing even the barn preserved.

Mr. Way stated that he is supportive of the proposed plan and density. This is a very tight site, and the
linear plan is dictated by that. Having followed this site for a number of years, he believes this is the
solution ultimately necessary to enable development of this site. He believes the existing homestead and
pond could be a design opportunity. He would not preclude what should be saved without first
considering the open space design opportunities with the potential preservation of the structures. It
could be an exciting amenity. It is a valuable piece of land that should have some specific design
considerations. Such consideration would clarify what structures could be restored, and if restored, how
they would be a positive component of the design and plan.

Mr. Fishman expressed agreement with Mr. Way’s comments. This is a narrow site. He would not be in
favor of any greater density due to Post Preserve’s concerns about traffic. This site is very close to US33.
He viewed the historic homestead and read the consultant’s review. The house was added to as late as
1970. The existing structure is no longer a true historic structure. We should look at the opportunities of
preservation of the buildings, which would require the input of some design experts. Open space can
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be very important in this neighborhood. He would be supportive of elimination of the lot next to the
pond, as it would provide a better open space. He is supportive of the single-family use and the lot
layout.

Mr. Supelak expressed support of the single-family development, density and layout. He complimented
the applicants on the proposal. This is not an easy lot to develop, as there are many prescribed moves.
They have arrived at a nice treatment of the site with the density adjusting as it converges with the main
thoroughfares. He is not yet willing to express support of preserving only the barn. He would prefer to
understand what could be done with the site. He agrees that the design of that must be parallel with
the proposed development for the Commission to be supportive of the overall proposal. Perhaps this
would require involvement of the City’s Parks and Recreation Department. When it is designed, he could
be amenable to reducing the number of structures preserved. Although at this point the plan is only
conceptual, he is supportive of the stonewall, a buffering element by the interchange exit ramp. There
is a great opportunity for a gateway element at that arrival point into Dublin. It is more of an opportunity
for Dublin than for this particular community, and we need to be mindful of that in considering the
potential design of the homestead.

Ms. Call stated that her thoughts were very similar to Mr. Way’s, so she would not re-state them.
Summarizing the Commission’s responses to the four discussion questions: the Commission is generally
supportive of the single-family land use, density, layout, conceptual open spaces and preservation of the
natural spaces. As the conceptual design progresses, the Commission and the applicant will work
together to achieve a plan that the developer is proud to build and the City is proud to showcase. It is
apparent that the record of the discussion from the previous proposal for this site was studied, because
the applicant addressed many of the concerns accurately. Engagement of the community was very
important and appreciated. Does the applicant request additional clarity on any of the items?

The applicants thanked the Commission for their helpful feedback. They will attempt to make any
necessary adjustments to the plan to ensure it is the product they want to present and the City desires.

Ms. Call reiterated that the Informal Review provides a concept; the traffic details will be addressed in
the next step of the review process.

Mr. Way noted that in response to the previous suggestion to eliminate the one lot next to the retention
basin — if that were to occur, the road could be pulled to the north, away from the homestead.

Mr. Ruma reminded the Commission that the previous application had 250 units, 150 of which were an
assisted living facility. The remainder of the units were crowded into the remaining portion of the site.
They have attempted to meet the concerns and objectives of Post Preserve, and giving up another lot
would be difficult.

Ms. Fox stated that it would be important to engage either Council or Parks and Recreation staff to
answer some of the questions raised. She would prefer to preserve the entire homestead, if possible, as
it would be consistent with the direction of the Community Plan.

Mr. Ruma stated that retaining all the buildings, some of which have no merit, would not work with the
site drainage facilities and the intersection. Preserving the homestead would require moving the retention
pond further north, which would result in a loss of more lots.

Mr. Supelak inquired what would happen with the land resulting from the vacation of Post Preserve Blvd.
Would that land be available, if more area were needed for the pond?

Ms. Martin responded that staff had already explored that idea. However, Post Preserve Blvd. contains
a number of utilities within its right-of-way. Even though that access point will be closed, the City will
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retain the right-of-way for utilities. There is also a waterline on the north side of that roadway. It would
not be possible to locate a retention basin over a waterline.

Mr. Ruma thanked Commissioners for their time and very helpful feedback

Public Comment

No public comments were received on the case.

2. Flex/Industrial Building at 6777 Crosby Court, 21-061INF, Informal Review

A request for the construction of an approximately 140,000-square-foot flex/industrial building located
within the West Innovation District. The 9.3-acre site is zoned ID-3 Research Assembly District and is
southwest of the intersection of Crosby Court with Dublin Plain City Road.

Staff Presentation

Ms. Rauch stated that this is a request for an Informal Review of an application for construction of an
approximately 140,000-square-foot flex/industrial building located on a 9.34-acre site within the West
Innovation District. 6777 Crosby Court is located on the western boundary of the City of Dublin within
the West Innovation District (WID). The site is north of VA Data, which is developed with four data center
buildings, and west of Command Alkon an office/warehouse building. The West Innovation District (WID)
is similar to the Bridge Street District in that it was implemented to allow for flexibility in design and to
expedite review procedures within a specific area of the City. Applications within the WID that meet the
requirements listed in Zoning Code Sections 153.036 — 153.042 are eligible for review and approval by
the Administrative Review Team (ART). The ART has the ability to approve Administrative Departures,
which are procedures that allow the flexibility necessary to permit minor deviation from the Zoning Code
to address unusual conditions, both known and unforeseen, under circumstances that do not alter the
permitted uses. In the event that an application varies from the requirements of the Code or is denied
approval of an Administrative Departure, applications would be reviewed and determined by the Planning
and Zoning Commission (PZC). The site is owned by the City of Dublin and is currently vacant. This is a
joint application between the City of Dublin and VanTrust Real Estate, who would develop the site in
partnership with the City.

Proposal

This is a request for non-binding feedback on the site layout, particularly the number of parking spaces
and the parking locations. The proposal is for a 140,000-square-foot multi-tenant flex/industrial building.
The building will be comprised of warehouse and office uses, with the significant majority of it being
warehouse use. The proposed building is centrally located on the site, with two vehicular access points
located along Crosby Court. Vehicular access to the site is only permitted along Crosby Court, as access
is prohibited along Houchard Road and Dublin Plain City Road/SR 161 by the recorded plat. The site plan
depicts parking along the north, west, and east sides of the building, with several loading docks to the
south of the building. The WID Code requires all parking, except for visitor parking, to be located along
the side or rear of the structure. The site has three street frontages. The multiple street frontages create
a challenge in locating parking on the site that meets zoning requirements. Based on the uses and the
WID parking requirements, 56 parking spaces would be required; the proposal is for 163 parking spaces.
The intent of that number is to provide maximum flexibility and marketability for a future tenant. At this
point, the tenant is unknown. This proposal meets the pavement setbacks, acreage and lot coverage
requirements, with the exception of the parking setbacks. Based on Code, the parking requirement must
be 30 feet; the proposal encroaches within 15 feet of pavement. One linear retention basin is provided
along the southern property line of the site. The orientation of the pond is conceptual and will need to
be modified to meet the needs of the site and the requirements of the City Stormwater regulations.



RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS

Minutes ()f DUb“n Clty CounC” Mee[jng
BARRETT BROTHERS - DAYTON, OHIO Form 6101
December 7, 2020 Page 6 of 25
Held. S = -

Ordinance 48-20

Determining to Proceed with the Acquisition, Construction, and Improvement of
Certain Public Improvements in the City of Dublin, Ohio in Cooperation with The
Columbus Regional Energy Special Improvement District. (600 Metro Place North,
Dublin, Ohio Project)

Ms. O’Malley stated that the applicant representing the property at 600 Metro Place
North has requested that the three Ordinances before Council tonight be tabled.

Ms. Alutto move to table Ordinance 48-20.

Mr. Keeler seconded the motion.

Vote on the motion:; Ms. Fox, yes; Mr. Keeler, yes; Mayor Amorose Groomes, yes; Ms.
Alutto, yes; Mr. Reiner, yes; Mr. Peterson, yes; Vice Mayor De Rosa, yes.

Ordinance 49-20

Levying Special Assessments for the Purpose of Acquiring, Constructing, and
Improving Certain Public Improvements in the City of Dublin, Ohio in
Cooperation with The Columbus Regional Energy Special Improvement District.
(600 Metro Place North, Dublin, Ohio Project)

Mayor Amorose Groomes moved to table Ordinance 49-20.

Ms. Alutto seconded the motion.

Vote on the motion: Mr. Reiner, yes; Ms. Fox, yes; Mayor Amorose Groomes, yes; Vice
Mayor De Rosa, yes; Mr. Peterson, yes; Mr. Keeler, yes; Ms. Alutto, yes.

Ordinance 50-20

Authorizing and Approving an Energy Project Cooperative Agreement by and
between the City of Dublin, Ohio, The Columbus Regional Energy Special
Improvement District Inc., Dublin Witness, LLC and Twain Community Partners
lll LLC, A Special Assessment Agreement by and between The City of Dublin,
Ohio, The County Treasurer of Franklin County, Ohio, The Columbus Regional
Energy Special Improvement District, Inc., Dublin Witness, LLC, and Twain
Community Partners lll LLC, and Related Agreements, All of Which Provide for
the Financing of Special Energy Improvements Projects. (600 Metro Place North,
Dublin, Ohio Project)

Mayor Amorose Groomes moved to table Ordinance 50-20.

Ms. Fox seconded the motion.

Vote on the motion: Ms. Fox, yes; Vice Mayor De Rosa, yes; Ms. Alutto, yes; Mr.
Reiner, yes; Mr. Peterson, yes; Mayor Amorose Groomes, yes; Mr. Keeler, yes.
Mayor Amorose Groomes stated it is Council’s understanding that the applicant simply
needs additional time to work on some of the procedural requirements and they
anticipate returning to Council for a final vote on these.

Ms. O’'Malley stated that is correct.

Ordinance 51-20

Rezoning 45.4 Acres, More or Less, from R, Rural District to PUD, Planned Unit
Development District to Facilitate the Future Development of 90 Single-family
Homes and up to 150 Living Units at a Maximum Density of 14,500 Square-Feet-
per-Acre for Seniors with Varying Levels of Care in One or More Buildings with
12.5 Acres, More or Less, of Open Space. (Dublin Gateway) (CASE #17-061Z/PDP)
Ms. Martin stated this is the second reading of a rezoning for a 45.5-acre site northeast
of the intersection of Post and Hyland-Croy. An update memo was provided in the
packet that addressed questions raised by Council at the November 16 meeting and
issues identified by the applicant.

1. The items in the memo related to the review process, the Community Plan
recommendations, a summary of the modifications to the project over time,
housing type, age targeted versus age restricted, neighborhood engagement
that has taken place over the last five years and traffic analysis.
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Mayor Amorose Groomes moved to approve Ordinance 51-20.
Ms. Fox seconded the motion.

Mr. Peterson asked if the motion includes the density on which the applicant has
conceded.

Mayor Amorose Groomes responded it would include the agreements made by the
applicant during the discussion tonight, including materials, density, etc.

She asked Ms. Martin to read the conditions into the record.

Based on the discussion, Ms. Martin listed the following conditions:

1. The applicant coordinate with Engineering to establish final approved street
names and the applicant update the plans and development text accordingly.

2. The applicant update the development text to include all City Council
conditions.

3. The development text be revised to require, in Subareas A and B, primary
materials cover a minimum of 80 percent of the building.

4. The permitted primary materials be revised to only permit brick, stone,
manufactured stone, cementitious siding/panel, and stucco.

5. The development text eliminate the following secondary, trim, and window
materials: composite trim, metal trim, aluminum trim, PVC trim, urethane foam
trim, and vinyl windows. These materials may be approved by the PZC on a
conditional basis, subject to the appropriate application of materials.

6. The development text be revised to require A/C be located to the rear of the
unit, mounted above grade.

7. The development text be modified to require architecture meet or exceed the
Residential Appearance Standards.

8. The ACLF and six base building types be subject to PZC approval with the final
development plan.

9. The applicant revise the plans and development text to eliminate four lots, a
density not to exceed 2.42 units per acre, for 35.5 acres.

10. The total number of ACLF units be reduced to 125 units.

Ms. Fox rescinded her second to the Mayor's motion. She wants to vote on the original
recommendations from PZC.

Mr. Peterson seconded the motion.
Vote on the motion: Mr. Keeler, no; Mr. Reiner, no; Ms. Fox, no; Ms. Alutto, no; Mr.

Peterson, yes; Vice Mayor De Rosa, no; Mayor Amorose Groomes, yes.
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Ordinance 51-20

Rezoning 45.4 Acres, More or Less, from R, Rural District to PUD, Planned Unit
Development District to Facilitate the Future Development of 90 Single-family
Homes and up to 150 Living Units at a Maximum Density of 14,500 Square-Feet-
per-Acre for Seniors with Varying Levels of Care in One or More Buildings with
12.5 Acres, More or Less, of Open Space. (Dublin Gateway) (CASE #17-
061Z/PDP)

Ms. Alutto introduced the Ordinance.

Ms. Martin stated the following:

The site is 45.5 acres in size and is northeast of the intersection of Hyland-Croy
Road and Post Road. The site is comprised of two parcels and has
approximately 3,300 feet of frontage along Hyland-Croy Road and 500 feet of
frontage along Post Road. Each parcel currently contains a residence with
access to Hyland-Croy Road. The site is surrounded by established single-
family neighborhoods with Park Place to the north and Post Preserve to the
east. Additionally, the Jerome Grand, located within Jerome Township, Union
County is to the west.

Hyland-Croy Road is not located within the City of Dublin jurisdiction; it is
located within Union County and under the purview of the Union County
Engineer.

As shown on the regional context map, the property is adjacent to the US
33/State Route 161/Post Road interchange. There are future planned
improvements for this interchange in conjunction with MORPC, the Ohio
Department of Transportation and the City of Dublin that will realign the
interchange. This is a separate matter from tonight’s rezoning consideration.
This rezoning request is for 45.5 +/- acres from Rural District to a Planned Unit
Development District. The proposal includes 90 single-family lots and up to 150
Adult Congregate Living Facility (ACLF) units. Also provided are 12.4 acres of
open space and six public streets, including the extension of three existing
streets.

She provided the case history from the time of the concept plan in May of 2015.
The concept plan was reviewed by PZC and the applicant was encouraged to
meet with surrounding residents to address their concerns with a three-story
independent living facility as well as proposed road connections to the site.

In January of 2018, Council approved the annexation of the subject property
from Jerome Township, Union County to the City of Dublin.

In December of 2019, PZC tabled the Preliminary Development Plan and the
Zoning and Preliminary Plan per the applicant’s request based on the need for
additional time to coordinate with surrounding residents.

In January of 2020, PZC reviewed a PDP/Z/PP for the rezoning and platting of
45.4 acres for future development of 90 single-family homes and up to 200
living units for ACLF. Both cases were tabled at the applicant’s request.

On March 5, 2020, PZC again tabled both cases at the applicant’s request
without discussion.

On April 30, 2020, PZC reviewed a revised Preliminary Development
Plan/Zoning and Preliminary Plat for future development of 90 single-family
homes and up to 150 living units for ACLF. PZC recommended disapproval to
City Council with the finding that the review criteria were not met.

In regard to neighborhood engagement, the applicant has hosted several
neighborhood meetings — two in 2015 and one at the end of 2019. Additionally,
there was substantive neighborhood engagement at the January 2020 PZC
meeting where public comments were provided. At the time, the comments
reflected concerns with the height of the ACLF facility and requested it be
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Ms. Burness and the Clerk reported there have been no additional comments
submitted tonight on this matter.
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Ms. Newell stated that Cases 1 and 2 would be heard together.

1. Dublin Gateway (Gorden Development), 7270 & 7150 Hyland-Croy Road
17-061, Rezoning with Preliminary Development Plan

Ms. Newell stated that this is a request for a recommendation of approval to City Council of a
rezoning with a Preliminary Development Plan of £45.4 acres from Rural District to Planned Unit
Development District to permit the future development of 90 single-family homes and up to 200
living units for seniors with varying levels of care in one or more buildings and approximately 12
acres of open space. The site is northeast of the intersection of Hyland-Croy Road and Post Road.

2. Dublin Gateway (Gorden Development), 7270 & 7150 Hyland-Croy Road
17-061, Preliminary Plat

Ms. Newell stated that this application for the same site is a request for recommendation of
approval to City Council of a Preliminary Plat subdividing the site.

Ms. Newell swore in staff and members of the public who intended to address the Commission
on this case.

Staff Presentation

Ms. Martin stated that this is a request for review and recommendation to City Council of a
Rezoning/Preliminary Development Plan (PDP) and Preliminary Plat for a residential development
of 90 single-family lots and a 200-unit Adult Congregate Living Facility (ACLF) with 12.4 acres of
open space and six public streets. The 45.5-acre site is located on the east side of Hyland-Croy
Road at the intersection with Post Road. The site is surrounded by existing developments,
including Post Preserve, Park Place and Jerome Grand. The site is comprised of two parcels
totaling approximately 45.5 acres in size. The site is rectangular with 3,300 feet of frontage along
Hyland-Croy Road and 500 feet of frontage along Post Road. As it exists today, a farmhouse and
outbuildings are located on the south side of the property near Post Road and two houses are in
the center of the site with access off Hyland-Croy Road. The site currently has two driveways
from Hyland-Croy Road for the existing homes and one driveway from Post Road to the south.

History
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This application was previously scheduled on the Commission’s December 12, 2019 meeting
agenda, but was tabled at the applicant’s request. On January 9, 2018, City Council passed
Ordinance 87-17, accepting the annexation of the property from Jerome Township, Union County
to the City of Dublin. On May 21, 2015, the Commission reviewed a Concept Plan for 32, four-
unit residential buildings totaling 128 units, and an independent and assisted living facility
containing 125 units. At the time, the Commission encouraged the applicant to meet with
residents to address their concerns with the three-story height of the independent living facility
as well as the proposed road connections through the site. The applicant met with the neighbors
in 2015 and again in December 2019.

Community Plan

The Future Land Use Map in the Community Plan has two land use classifications for the site. The
northern third is Suburban Residential Low Density (1-2 dwelling units per acre), while the
remaining two thirds are Mixed Residential Low Density (up to 3 dwelling units per acre). When
calculated, the Community Plan’s recommendation would be 121 residential units, either single
family or single-family attached or low-density multifamily units on the 45.5 acres.

Proposal
The proposal includes a residential development with an Adult Congregate Living Facility (ACLF)

with a maximum of 200 units and a maximum of 90 single-family homes with associated site
improvements on a 45.5-acre site. An ACLF-type facility is considered a commercial use in the
Zoning Code, which would have a Future Land Use classification of General Institutional. It can
also be residential in nature.

Ms. Fox inquired how many acres are in Subarea B.
Ms. Martin responded that Subarea B is comprised of 35.5 acres. Subarea A is 9.9 acres.

Ms. Call inquired how many units are permitted in General Institutional.

Ms. Martin responded that the General Institutional classification does not designate a density.
The reviewing body would review and make a determination on a case-by-case basis. The
proposal is for 200 units.

Ms. Martin stated that the Northwest/Glacier Ridge Special Area Plan recommends detached
single-family homes adjacent to the existing, established neighborhoods. It also recommends the
rural roadway character, which has been observed by the majority of the neighborhoods that
have been developed along Hyland-Croy Road. This proposal complies with the rural roadway
character. The Thoroughfare Plan designates Hyland-Croy Road as a Minor Arterial Road. Hyland-
Croy Road is located within the Union County jurisdiction. That plan does make recommendations
for future rights-of-way. The City and Union County coordinate in the review of applications
adjacent to both jurisdictions. Therefore, the applicant is dedicating an additional 50 feet of right-
of-way. In 2016, the City, Union County, Jerome Township, and the City of Marysville undertook
a multijurisdictional planning effort, the Crossroads Area Plan, to evaluate existing conditions and
propose common land uses, infrastructure, and economic development strategies for the area
located at the crossroads of U.S.33/S.R. 161/Post Road, and Hyland-Croy Road. The Crossroads
Area Plan Land Use recommendations for this site align with Dublin’s Community Plan
recommendations.
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Site Plan

Size:

The site is 45.5 acres in size; Subarea A is approximately 10 acres and is where the Adult
Congregate Living Facility (ACLF) is proposed to be located, which will have up to 200 residential
units. Subarea B is approximately 35 acres and will have 90 single-family lots. Subarea B will be
developed in two sections. The delineation between those sections is the North Fork of Indian
Run. The southern portion of the site will have 54 lots; the northern portion will have 36 lots.

Access:

Three new access points on Hyland-Croy Road are proposed. The southern-most point is in
Subarea A, and is a right in/right out, intended to provide access to ACLF. There are two access
points in Subarea B, one north of the stream and one south. These will be full access points. This
proposal depicts future public rights-of-way that will be dedicated with the plat. It also shows the
extension of the existing street stubs from Post Preserve through the Dublin Gateway
Development to Hyland-Croy Road. The alignment shown is consistent with the City’s 2006
approval of additional connectivity in the area due to anticipated improvements at SR161/Post
Road interchange.

Subareas:

The Preliminary Development Plan establishes uses and development standards for each subarea.
Subarea A is the ACLF with supporting uses, including open space and parking spaces. Subarea
B is the single-family detached homes, including open space, parking space, model home and
home occupation. Specific development standards, including setbacks, lot coverages and parking
requirements are provided in the development text. Staff has recommended that all
encroachments be eliminated from the residential sideyard setback. Varying residential lot
standards are provided for perimeter versus interior lots. Perimeter lots, adjacent to Post Preserve
and Park Place, will be larger, have greater setbacks and a lot coverage of up to 60%. The interior,
new lots will be significantly smaller, have reduced setbacks and an increased lot coverage of up
to 70%. Code permits up to 45% for PUDs unless otherwise approved by the Commission.

Architecture:

The applicant has also provided proposed architectural and building standards for the two
subareas. In Subarea A, it is anticipated the ACLF will be a three-story structure with 200 units.
The proposed maximum height is up to 45 feet. Staff is recommending the maximum height be
reduced to 35 feet, and that there be a maximum height of 25 feet for accessory structures,
which may be located closer to property lines than the primary structure. In regard to the building
standards for Subarea B, the maximum height is 35 feet. Primary and secondary materials are
designated; dimensional shingles are required; metal standing seam roofs are permitted. Garages
are limited to 47.5% of the front facade of the home. Staff recommends that number be rounded
to 50%, as it is more easily administered.

Open Space/Signage:

An open space and connectivity plan has been provided. There is a total of 12.4 acres of open
space, a portion in each Subarea and a continuous section along Hyland-Croy Road. Per the rural
roadway corridor recommendation, a 100-ft. setback will provide a green buffer. There are two
reserves in Subarea A, which will be owned and maintained by the ACLF, which is typical for
commercial facilities. There are six reserves in Subarea B, which the applicant has proposed to
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be owned and maintained by the HOA. Staff has recommended that these reserves be owned by
the City and maintained by the HOA, with the exception that the City will maintain the stormwater
retention basins and the shared use paths. The shared use path along Hyland-Croy will connect
to the regional network and to Glacier Ridge Metro Park. Sidewalks will provide connectivity within
the neighborhood. The development text provides sign allowances for each Subarea; four signs
are proposed. The applicant has the opportunity to submit a comprehensive sign package
requesting additional signage with the Final Development Plan.

Traffic Impact Study:

A Traffic Impact Study (TIS) is being conducted, as required for proposed rezonings. The
applicant is working with the Union County and City of Dublin engineers to finalize the study. The
TIS will make recommendations to mitigate the traffic impacts of this neighborhood on the larger
road network. Those mitigations will be included in an infrastructure agreement for Council’s
approval. The TIS is looking at eight intersections along the Hyland-Croy corridor; three are new
intersections provided by this development, and five are existing intersections. The TIS looks at
daily trips generated. Included are some of the preliminary improvements that may occur as a
result of the TIS findings. The TIS must be finalized prior to City Council’s review. The outcome
of that study will result in the final recommendations for mitigation.

Preliminary Plat

Ms. Martin stated that the Preliminary Plat for the 45.5 acres depicts Subarea A with 9.9 acres
and creates a developable area for the ACLF. Subarea B depicts 90 lots for the residential single-
family homes, six public streets and six reserves of open space. The required parkland dedication
is 5+ acres; however, approximately 10 acres are provided. Staff recommends the acreage be
dedicated to the City and maintained by the HOA. It also recommended that the applicant work
with the City Engineer regarding the street names.

This application has been reviewed against the Code review criteria, and staff recommends a
recommendation of approval of the Rezoning and Preliminary Development Plan with 11
conditions to City Council, and a recommendation of approval of the Preliminary Plat with four
conditions to City Council.

Commission Questions

Ms. Fox stated that the development text indicated that the responsibility for maintenance of the
open space would be provided by more than one HOA. She requested clarification.
Staff indicated the applicant would provide clarification with their presentation.

Ms. Fox stated that the Thoroughfare Plan talks about the continuity of the visual elements along
Hyland-Croy Road. The developer was requested to use a masonry and open metal fencing. How
does that create a continuous, unified look up Hyland-Croy Road? What was requested of the
other developments along the road in regard to fencing?

Ms. Martin responded that the condition referred to fences within Subarea A that were over six
feet in height. She would expect those to be behind the building. With assisted care facilities,
the City has granted requests for fences that are taller than Code. In those cases, the fences
were required to be open fences that periodically were broken up with piers. They would be
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consistent with what currently exists — a split rail fence with stone piers. The preliminary
landscape plan will be further developed in the Final Development Plan.

Ms. Kennedy inquired if this becomes its own neighborhood, effectively, or is it part of the
adjacent neighborhood.
Ms. Martin responded that it would become its own neighborhood, called Dublin Gateway.

Mr. Fishman inquired if, per Conservation Design Guidelines, 50% open space was being
provided.

Ms. Martin responded that it is not.

Mr. Fishman inquired if 75% of the lots would be adjacent to open spaces.

Ms. Martin responded that they would not.

Mr. Fishman inquired if 100-200 ft. setbacks are provided.

Ms. Martin responded affirmatively.

Mr. Fishman inquired if curvilinear streets would be provided.

Ms. Martin responded affirmatively.

Mr. Fishman stated that Lots 1-37 have nothing but road frontage along the backyards of those
lots. Essentially, the Conservation Design requirements are not being met at all.

Ms. Martin responded that it is correct that they are not met here fully. Typically, compliance with
Conservation Design Guidelines has been required with larger-scale neighborhoods, where there
is more opportunity to vary the site layout.

Ms. Husak noted that because this is a field, there is nothing to conserve. The Conservation
Design resolution refers to heavily wooded areas on the outskirts of town in the northern portion
of the City, i.e. Tartan Ridge, Oak Park and Tartan West to some extent. This site is not a prime
site for applying those requirements.

Mr. Fishman inquired if those guidelines were applied here whatsoever.

Ms. Husak responded that they were not.

Ms. Call stated that one of the benefits of a PUD is that it provides more flexibility in how the
requirements are met. There is a reduction in the number of ERUs from the 121 they are entitled
to on this size property to 90 single-family homes and 200 additional units. That is a huge give.
The zoning classifications of the adjacent neighborhoods are very similar to the R2 and R3 to
which this parcel is entitled. Most of the Union County lots hover around 10,000 sq. feet. A few
are 9,300 sq. feet in the lowlands; some are 14,000 sqg. feet. In this plan, there are five lots
exceeding 10,000 sq. feet; the remainder are 5,800 sg. feet, which is a significant reduction in
lot size. If this area is being addressed as an R4 or R5, we need to be clear about what we are
trying to accomplish. As it appears, the developer is getting the benefit in the residential area and
also getting 200 ACLF units. We need to be clear as to what is being granted here. Currently, she
is not supportive of this rezoning and preliminary plat. This will have a significant impact on the
neighbors immediately adjacent. Three entrances are being introduced on an already congested
road. Although the spirit of a PUD permits flexibility, all that is being provided here is increased
density.

Ms. Newell inquired if Engineering anticipates turn lanes based on the preliminary TIS report that
would ultimately affect this proposed plan.

Ms. Martin responded that turn lane improvements are anticipated, but the number and length
has yet to be finalized.
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Ms. Newell stated that factor could change the plan significantly, depending upon how much
space they would take from this site. In regard to the lot width of 53 feet, there are a number of
projects around the City where senior living type residences have been permitted on small lots.
Are these comparable in size?

Ms. Martin responded that the most comparable development is The Hamlet, which was recently
approved. Those lots are nearly identical in size with similar setbacks and lot coverages. However,
that neighborhood is much smaller.

Ms. Newell stated that with that particular development, very detailed architecture was provided
to illustrate how well-designed buildings on very small lots would be accomplished.

Applicant Presentation

Don Hunter, 4936 Pesaro Way, Dublin requested that the Commission consider this application in
context with the City's roadway system and goals. They have been working diligently with staff
this past year on this plan. The first staff report for the Commission contained 37 conditions,
which they accepted. The report for this meeting has 11 conditions, and they have accepted
those, as well. The roundabout at Hyland-Croy Road is immediately southwest of this site. He
described the anticipated roadway changes in the area, including the US33 interchange
modification, which will result in the closing of the Post Preserve access from Post Road, per
ODOT regulations. As part of the planned interchange, a new residential street will provide access
to the Post Preserve neighborhood from Hyland-Croy Road, as approved by City Council in 2006.
This proposed development must be designed to integrate with the Post Preserve neighborhood,
and the City has required that the proposed roadway system will separate the site into three
sections. That is the non-negotiable difficulty of this site. This development plan is based upon
the City’s roadway plans. The single-family homes in the plan are targeted toward empty nesters.
With a density of 2.5 du/acre, it is consistent with the Community Plan. Although Subarea A would
be a logical location for retail, that use would not be responsive to the community’s needs. They
do not believe that single-family homes would be appropriate in Subarea A. He asks the
Commission to consider the fixed points for this site — the roundabout, the closing of the Post
Preserve Boulevard access and the connections with the three existing stub roads in Post
Preserve. The facility in Subarea A will provide memory care and independent senior living. They
are confident that this development on this site will provide the appropriate transition that will
protect the property values of the single-family homeowners; have a low impact on the school
system; and provide the transportation system required by the City.

Commission Questions for the Applicant

Ms. Fox stated that the development text indicates there will be more than one HOA.

Mr. Hunter responded that there will be a master HOA and a separate HOA for each of the
subareas.

Ms. Fox inquired if there are any private streets within this development.

Mr. Hunter responded that within the residential area in Subarea B, the streets are all public. In
Subarea A, there would be one private street.

Ms. Husak clarified that it is not considered a street; it is a private access drive to Subarea A.

Ms. Fox stated that there appear to be only four architectural styles for 90 homes. What is the
possibility of increasing the number of architectural design styles?

Mr. Hunter responded that he does not believe they have submitted architectural styles with this
application.
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Ms. Fox stated that the text indicates there will be a variety of four different house styles.
Mr. Hunter indicated that he agrees with her concern. Those styles will be submitted for the Final
Development Plan, and they would work with staff to add clarifying language.

Ms. Fox requested clarification of the “0” setbacks. If Subarea A were to develop into assisted
living utilizing more than one building, the setbacks would have to change. The development text
is very vague about what could happen in Subarea A.

Mr. Hunter stated that he does not believe her concern is with the perimeter setback. It is with
the setbacks between buildings.

Ms. Fox stated that in Subarea A, it is indicated that interior setbacks would be “0.” She assumes
that is between buildings, not side setbacks. More specificity is needed in the text regarding
Subarea A.

Mr. Hunter stated that he would refer to the Catholic Diocese development across the street as a
reference. They are developing a 75-unit independent living facility and a 45-unit assisted living
facility. There are two separate buildings on two separate lots, yet they are physically connected.
They may be financing the independent living under one HUD loan, and the assisted living
structure under a second HUD loan. Because the two structures are physically connected, there
is a “0” setback. With this case, he is not the developer of this project. They will be purchasing
the 10-acre site and selling lots off to potential developers.

Mr. Fishman stated that there is a long materials list, including vinyl and artificial stucco.

Mr. Hunter responded that those materials are in Subarea A only.

Mr. Fishman stated that he would like to see the materials list tightened up.

Mr. Hunter stated that they are willing to do so, but requested that he specify the materials of
concern.

Mr. Fishman stated that some of the following materials should be clarified or eliminated --
synthetic millwork, synthetic stone, synthetic stucco, and vinyl. He would like that list to be
tightened so the materials are only those expected to be used. He wants to ensure that this
community will still be a quality community 20 years from now.

Mr. Hunter agreed that the list would be tightened up.

Ms. Newell stated that she has concerns about some of the building materials. She has no problem
with brick, stone, synthetic stone, stucco, wood siding or fibrous cement. Synthetic stucco,
however, could be panels -- with this product, you do not know what you are getting. She has
the same issue with decorative, synthetic millwork for exterior applications, composite trim and
vinyl trim. It is possible to have both good and poor versions of the materials. The text indicates
the windows can be vinyl or alternatives, which essentially allows anything and everything. In
previous applications, the Commission has required that those materials be removed from the list
unless the applicant can provide a sample of the specific product that is requested. Once the
Commission approves the development text, the architecture proposed with the Final
Development Plan will be judged against the text. She supports rezoning the property and the
proposed use for Subarea A. She understands the proposed drive configurations. What she is
concerned with are the 53-foot interior lots. When the Commission has approved buildings on
smaller footprints such as these in the past, the Commission was certain what it would be getting
architecturally. They knew how the buildings would fit on the site and where the landscaping
would go. The applicant addressed the small parcels in a very sensitive manner. Ultimately, she
may be able to approve this rezoning, but at this point, there is insufficient information.
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Mr. Hunter stated that none of those items is approved prior to the Final Development Plan
approval.

Ms. Husak clarified that Subarea A is a commercial development, which will require Commission
review and approval of the Final Development Plan. The Final Development Plan for a commercial
development includes every architectural elevation with design drawings and material
specifications. Subarea B is different. With a Final Development Plan for a residential
development, the architectural details for the homes do not require Commission approval.

Ms. Newell stated that, previously, if the development had very small lots, such as these, there
was some control of the architecture in the PUD. The Commission saw and reviewed those details.
Ms. Husak stated that The Hamlet provided character drawings of the front elevation, as did
Romanelli and Hughes for their recent development.

Ms. Newell stated that those visual character elevations defined the architecture against which
the architecture could be judged.

Ms. Husak stated that the Commission could request that character detail with the Preliminary
Development Plan or with the Final Development Plan, but it would not have the level of detail
provided for a commercial development.

Ms. Newell stated that, as an architect looking at the text, it appears that anything “under the
sun” could end up here, which has not been typical for other small-lot developments.

Mr. Hunter stated that they are willing to commit to all natural materials for the residential
development component.

Mr. Fishman stated that the materials list is too lengthy. His experience is that when a lengthy
list of building materials is provided, the developer chooses to use the less expensive or synthetic
materials because they were included in the list. The list needs to be tightened.

Ms. Call requested that the Future Land Use Plan be provided. She inquired where the Catholic
Diocese development, which is a comparable use, is located on that plan.

Ms. Martin indicated its location.

Ms. Call stated it is indicated within the Premium Office/Institutional area, which is a more
intensive use.

Ms. Martin stated that the City designates future land uses outside its jurisdiction, but cannot
require they be followed. The Crossroads Area Plan provides the most up-to-date land uses for
the west side of Hyland-Croy Road.

Ms. Call stated that in regard to the parcels in question, per the City’'s Future Land Use
designations, this area is designated Low Density/Residential. The proposed plan is requesting a
Medium Density Residential subarea and a High Density Institutional use subarea. The property
owner is entitled to Low Density/Residential. If it makes sense for the Commission to entertain a
different type of project, that can occur. However, the Commission’s role is to consider the text,
maps and legislation that designates the Future Land Use for this particular area as
Residential/Low Density. As a Commission member, she is tasked with enforcing what City Council
has designated for the City; it is not within her purview to decide to rezone the area differently.
The request is for a density of 200 units on the outparcel. She encourages the applicant to
approach City Council with that request. She is not supportive of the project.
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Public Comment

Bill Razor, 6857 Holbein Drive, Dublin stated that the residents are concerned that the proposed
plans lack specificity. Too much is left to chance. The lot sizes also are a concern. He would prefer
to see larger lots and architecture with more character. Where he lives on Holbein Drive, there is
a substantial tree line with a five to ten-foot setback. With only a ten-foot setback, some of the
trees will be damaged. His home was built with a five-foot setback from the treeline, and many
of the trees were damaged during the construction process. How will they protect the root
systems of those trees?

Mr. Supelak stated that there is a robust tree line. With the ten-foot setback on the lots in the
new development, there is concern that the trees are in danger.
Ms. Newell stated that there is nothing in the proposed text that would preserve those trees if
they were actually located on the property that is being rezoned.

Ms. Martin stated that within Subarea A, the setback from the east property line is 30 feet. Within
Subarea B, the rear yard setbacks along that east property line are also 30 feet. The intent was
to match the rear yard setbacks in the adjacent neighborhood. The only time there is a 10-foot
setback adjacent to Post Preserve is between the sideyards of two homes.

Mr. Razor stated that one of those lots is heavily wooded. That would not be an appropriate
setback there. Would it be evaluated before proceeding?

Ms. Newell responded that once the setbacks are established in the text, no changes could be
made.

Mr. Razor stated that the sideyard setbacks there should be increased slightly. There is a very
nice tree line there, and it is likely some of the trees would not survive.

Ms. Martin responded that it could be easily resolved by the applicant's agreement that the
sideyard setback along the east property line for those two lots be increased to 15 feet, which is
generous setback for a sideyard.

Mr. Razor inquired if fences would be permitted in this neighborhood.

Ms. Martin responded that fences would be permitted in Subarea B; however, they would need
to meet Code requirements for an open fence, a maximum of four feet in height.

Mr. Razor stated that it not consistent with what is in Post Preserve.

Ms. Martin stated that it can vary between neighborhoods.

Mr. Razor stated that he would assume they would want to make the fences consistent. He does
not think the fences look good, particularly not along Hyland-Croy Road. Another issue is the
size of the homes — 2,000-2,500 sq. feet. Homes of that size are obviously intended to be at a
very low price point. This is concerning to the residents of his neighborhood. He believes the
Commission’s emphasis on higher-end, all natural materials is important. The other issues are the
proposed level of density and the lack of character in the lots.

Jodie Bahnub, 6849 Holbein Drive, Dublin, stated that her concern is the same as Ms. Call's. How
can Subarea A be approved with such little information? How can the residents provide any
feedback on a 200-unit proposal with parking spaces? She is concerned about the appearance of
that parking area behind these homes. Equally concerning is the level of traffic. When is
construction of the roundabout scheduled? Will that coincide with the construction of this
development?
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Tina Wawszkiewicz, Traffic Engineer responded that the roundabout is a joint effort of ODOT,
MORPC, Union County and the City of Dublin. Their most recent funding award filled the final
funding gap for construction, and construction is scheduled to begin 2022.

Ms. Bahnub stated that it is likely the roundabout construction would begin after this proposed
project. That intersection is very dangerous. The City has placed a traffic signal there, which is
appreciated, but the intersection remains difficult. The residents are unable to exit Post Preserve
due to the traffic backup. Adding all these new homes and the units in Subarea A will increase
the existing congestion, particularly since the roundabout construction is not intended to begin
for a couple of years. Although they have indicated the new homes will target empty nesters, it
would be better to make it a 55+ community. Otherwise, empty nesters will not be the only
buyers of these homes. They could be considered starter homes, and there would be children —
the same as in any other development. If the intent of the small lots is to fit the empty nester
profile, then it should be made a 55+ community with corresponding requirements. Otherwise, it
is not consistent with the Low Density zoning in their neighborhood.

Keith Hammond, 6965 Post Preserve Boulevard, Dublin, stated that his property abuts the
proposed Subarea A. When the Post Preserve Boulevard entrance/exit is sealed off, their
neighborhood will become completely isolated. Their access will be through the proposed
development, so these small lots and homes will impact the character and property values in their
neighborhood. As proposed, Subarea A is vague — will there be a three-story retirement home in
their backyards? They are concerned that from their backyards, there will be a parking lot view.
Nowhere else in Dublin has a retirement home been placed in the middle of a neighborhood. The
one across the street is fine.

Nan Li, 6864 Royal Plume Drive, Dublin, stated that her home is in the adjacent neighborhood.
She is concerned about the increase in traffic on Hyland-Croy Road. Did the traffic study look at
the ingress/egress traffic from this community only? There is a significant level of development
occurring to the north, which will put more traffic on Hyland-Croy Road. How much backup can
be expected at the roundabout? During peak hours, it is difficult to exit Post Preserve Boulevard.
Will residents be able to turn left out of the community? Will there be a traffic signal, or four-way
stops to facilitate their access? In addition, a new middle school to the north would additionally
impact the traffic.

Mr. Razor requested clarification about the review process. Is a separate rezoning and Preliminary
Development Plan necessary or could all be done with the Final Development Plan?

Ms. Newell stated that they can be scheduled for review at the same meeting, but the Commission
would vote on each separately. Two of the review items were scheduled for this meeting.

Mr. Razor stated that it would be easier if the details provided with the Final Development Plan
were known, as well. Otherwise, there is distrust. It seems that the Commission has to approve
something without knowing what they will get, and later, they could discover they will get
something that was not anticipated. Presently, the plan is too vague. It would be helpful if the
Preliminary and Final Development steps could be combined.

Mr. Boggs stated that with the PUD process provided by the City’s Code, applicants could choose
to bring both together and provide as much detail as possible. However, this is the rezoning
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stage. The Commission’s vote is to make a recommendation to City Council, then Council will
conduct a separate public meeting review and vote on the rezoning. After that, a Final
Development Plan containing more detailed drawings is brought to the Commission. That plan
must be consistent with the rezoning. This process is not atypical.

Mr. Razor stated that, regardless, it would be easier to know what you will be getting. He inquired
if the requested rezoning is not approved, would it remain zoned as it is?

Ms. Newell responded affirmatively.

Mr. Razor inquired what the current zoning is.

Ms. Martin responded that it is currently zoned Rural.

Ms. Newell stated that when any land is annexed into the City, it is initially zoned Rural. Typically,
the property owner will request a rezoning in the future. At that time, the Community Plan analysis
for future development within the City is considered. The Community Plan designates this area
as either Suburban Residential/Low Density or Mixed Residential/Low Density, which provides up
to 3 du/acre. The proposed plan would increase it above that density.

Ms. Li inquired about the possible expansion of Hyland-Croy Road.

Ms. Newell stated that consideration is not before the Commission tonight.

Ms. Li inquired if this is being considered independent of any possible expansion of Hyland-Croy
Road.

Ms. Newell responded affirmatively.

Ms. Li inquired if the City is also working with Dublin City Schools to apprise them of potentially
additional students. Although redistricting recently occurred, if this community is not limited to
55+, there is a potential that the increased students would result in Karrer Middle School being
over capacity. If that is the case, redistricting may be needed again.

Ms. Kennedy stated that the Commission has had that question for previous cases. These
developments are not part of the redistricting plans.

Ms. Husak clarified that the Dublin Schools’ redistricting considerations factor in the maximum
density permitted by the Community Plan’s Future Land Use map.

Ms. Call stated that per the Community Plan, this area is designated as R1, R2, or R3. Dublin
Schools do stay cognizant of what development applications are coming before the City, and if
anything should be approved that is inconsistent with the existing Land Use map, staff would
reach out to the Schools to make them aware. Therefore, it could be expected that Dublin Schools
would not have forecasted for more than 3 du/acre on this parcel.

Mr. Hunter stated that this land is projected for growth by Dublin Schools, and it is consistent
with the Community Plan, which allows multifamily here. On 35 acres, there are 90 homes. In
recent years, Council has discussed the need for empty nester housing; that is what will be
provided here, and no students would be generated from a retirement community in Subarea A.

Ms. Fox inquired about the size and price points of the homes on those smaller lots.
Mr. Hunter stated that the homes would range from 2,000 to 2,500 sq. feet. They have not yet
priced the homes. Currently, they are in discussions with several homebuilders.

Ms. Newell stated that the development text does not indicate the homes would be designated
for empty nesters. The introduction states, “this community will provide for the development of
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single-family homes, varying lot sizes, as well as an Adult Congregate Living Facility. The ACLF
will provide senior residential opportunities, as detailed in the zoning text being filed with this
application.” There is no limitation provided for senior housing, only an opportunity for it. There
is nothing limiting this development to an age classification in Subarea A. It would appear that
adults of any age could live in that building.

Ms. Martin responded that, based on the definition for ACLF, she does not foresee anyone else
living there. It indicates that there would be “one or more levels of care, including, but not limited
to, nursing care, onsite dispensary facilities for medications prescribed by a physician, providing
care only to resident onsite dining facilities and assistance with other activities of daily living...”
Ms. Newell stated that description satisfies her concern.

Mr. Fishman stated that in Subarea B, the single-family homes, there is no guarantee that families
with children will not move there, regardless of the lot size. This site is in the Jerome High School
district, and many people are looking for homes to have their children in that school district.
Would he be willing to dedicate that subdivision to be a 55+ community?

Mr. Hunter responded that he was not willing to do so.

Mr. Fishman stated that he is acknowledging that there will be children there. Previously, he
indicated that this development would have no impact on the school system.

Mr. Hunter stated that it would have a low impact. He lives in Cortona, which is an age-targeted
community, not an age-limited community. That has worked; there are no children in that
community.

Mr. Fishman noted that the price ranges of the homes in Cortona are different than will exist
here.

Mr. Hunter stated that the primary factors are not the cost, but the home size, lot size and desire
for a maintenance-free lifestyle.

Ms. Call inquired about the definition of an ACLF in the Code.

Ms. Fox stated that the development text identifies an ACLF use. Once the PUD is approved, the
development follows the text. She understands the concern, because the term ACLF is defined as
“shall include but not necessarily be limited to...independent living, and assisted living facilities,
field nursing, memory care, license care, and/or age-restricted congregate living apartments,
nursing homes, medical rehabilitation facilities, either individually or in some combination
thereof.” That is an important paragraph, and its potential interpretation is a concern, as well as
the 70 percent lot coverage. Does the 17,000 sq. feet indicated apply only to the building or is it
across the subarea?

Ms. Martin responded that it is across the subarea, but that amount has been revised to 15,000
sg. feet per acre within that subarea. If they want to have 17,000 sq. feet, they would be required
to submit a request for a Conditional Use to the Commission to ask for the additional density.
Ms. Fox stated that she is clarifying that a subarea can develop in a variety of ways with an
assisted living use there.

Ms. Martin responded that density for a care facility is consistent with what currently exists in
other areas of Dublin.

Mr. Hunter stated that they are willing to limit Subarea A to age 55+ and to a two-story building.
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Commission Discussion

Ms. Kennedy stated that the Community Plan permits a total of 120 single-family residences on
the parcel. This proposal places 90 single-family residences in one subarea and an additional 200
units for senior living in a second subarea. Traffic is a concern. This intersection and area is very
congested during peak hours. In general, she is supportive of rezoning Rural to Residential;
however, the proposed density is high, when assessed against the Community Plan.

Mr. Supelak stated that this plan leaves a lot to chance. Generally, the Commission has some
sense of what is proposed, and we do not have that with this proposal. He is concerned that this
body will be deceived, and when the site is developed, it will not match the expectations. In
addition to the 11 conditions staff recommended for the rezoning, another three have been
suggested during this discussion. The number of conditions give him pause. He agrees that there
are certain communities where a certain buyer is targeted, and the homes are designed
accordingly, but that does not necessarily restrict buyers. However, the City has a couple of
communities with small lots and quality, high price-point homes. If that can be achieved here, as
well, he has no objection.

Ms. Fox stated that the use of single-family homes here is good. However, she has concerns
about Subarea A. Determining the density based on the entire acreage can be misleading. There
are two separate parcels involved. In Subarea B, per the Low Density requirements, the density
should be 2.0 du/acre, not 2.5, which would reduce the number of lots by 18. With past residential
developments, the City has required varying lot widths. With this proposal, each lot is 53 feet
along the roadway. There is the same lot width and same rear year setback, which creates a
homogenous, “cookie cutter” look down the roadway. She appreciates that the applicant indicates
a willingness to offer more than four architectural designs. With The Hamlet application, the
applicant provided well-articulated architectural styles, which provided assurance of the particular
product that would be provided. The Commission does not see that here. She does not understand
the reason Post Preserve’s access must be changed to be through another neighborhood. That
concerns her, but she understands that is a Council issue, not a Commission issue. She believes
the developer would have to agree to that access. She is concerned about the level of density in
Subarea A and the vagueness of what can develop there. Approving 70% lot coverage
immediately next to a residential neighborhood is concerning. She would reduce the size of that
lot coverage and tighten up the language on the expectations. It is currently zoned R1, which is
the most open, least dense residential zoning. The proposal is to change that to the greatest lot
coverage and density. She does not believe that is fair to the neighboring residents. They have
no understanding of what will be provided in regard to lighting and buffering along their
perimeter. Those are her primary concerns, but she also has concerns about the landscape layout.
As stormwater ponds are developed, they should be attractively designed landscape features.
Often, a stormwater pond can be just a dry pond. Stormwater ponds should not be recognizable
as such. Next to this site will be one of the largest roundabouts and busiest intersections in the
area, flowing into a rural corridor. The manner in which that area is planned is very important. In
summary, her main concerns are the amount of density, the vagueness of Subarea A, and the
proposed access points.

Ms. Call inquired fellow Commissioners’ thoughts about the proposed 5,300 sqg. ft. minimum lot
size within the single-family subarea.
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Mr. Supelak responded that he could be agreeable to it, but previously, applicants have
demonstrated the high quality architecture of the proposed homes. Without having that assurance
here, it is difficult to be comfortable with it.

Mr. Hunter stated that the road system has been imposed by the City and ODOT. An interstate
off ramp dumps onto this property. Would the Commission be supportive of a 120-unit empty-
nester product without an age restriction here? If so, they could attempt to come up with such
a plan. Without an understanding of the seven-year history of this property, Commissioners may
be unaware of the hurdles they have attempted to jump through to develop it. At this point, they
need specific direction to be able to continue that effort. They cannot spend hundreds of
thousands of dollars on architectural plans without direction. The proposed plan is the result of
direction they were given previously.They have satisfied all of staff's previous conditions. They
are attempting to meet the needs of the community, yet be fair to the property owner, with whom
they have been in contract since 2012. The difficulty is due to the different interests that need to
be satisfied. He requests that the Commission tell them if they will support an assisted-living type
of development here, where the interstate ramp empties, and if not, if they would be supportive
of 121 single-family homes here. It is important to point out that the development cost includes
extending the road extension through the site. The proposed plan has been vetted thoroughly,
and it is a good plan, but if the Commission does not support it, he requests clear direction on
what can be pursued here.

Ms. Call stated that the Commission is looking at a land development plan against what has been
envisioned here. Low Density and Mid-density Residential were envisioned, which would be 121
units. His question is if the Commission would support 121 high-quality single-family units here.
That is what the Future Land Use map indicates should be entertained, and if the Commission
were viewing an application with 121 units that met Code requirements for open space, setbacks,
roadway buffer, etc. — the discussion would be quite different. Conditions are typically placed on
an application because either the text requires additional clarity, or the first choice was not the
optimal choice for some reason.

Mr. Hunter stated that they could put 31 of the same type of units that are in Subarea B in
Subarea A. Would that be an acceptable plan to bring back to the Commission? He needs clear
direction. He noted that Community Plans are established to provide guidance, and there are
significant mitigating circumstances here, including the road system that cuts through the site.
They need to have a development that works; otherwise, the property owner is being deprived
of his land value.

Mr. Hunter requested the Commission to table the application. They will return with a revised
plan.

Mr. Fishman stated that he likes the assisted living concept, although perhaps not 200 units. He
also likes the single-family units, but there is a need to be much more creative there. Previously,
these types of applications were not stacked lots; they were more creative with courtyards and
common space. It may be necessary to eliminate a few lots to achieve more creativity within the
residential component and make the homes a more expensive product. The concept makes sense,
but it is important to achieve the best plan for the residents and the City.
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Mr. Newell stated that the purpose of a PUD is to give better control over the architecture within
a project. Sometimes tighter lot lines are permitted in a PUD because, in return, the City will be
getting some back. However, the proposed development text does not indicate that approving
the rezoning would result in anything better than leaving the zoning as is. That said, she is
supportive of rezoning this property, and ultimately, perhaps the smaller lot sizes, but only if we
can be assured of the product. Currently, the text is too open. She is supportive of the proposed
assisted living facility. She could be supportive of the plan, but at this time, the text has not been
developed sufficiently.

Laura Comek, Comek Law LLC, 5693 Strathmore Lane, Dublin, stated that she is representing the
Schottenstein Real Estate Group. She requested clarity of the Commission’s guidance.

Ms. Newell provided clarity on the building materials, specifically the vinyl trim. In the past, where
there was no assurance of the actual product that would be used, the Commission requested the
product be eliminated from the text. The applicant can provide a sample of the actual product
later and request that the text be amended to include the material. The issue is that, currently,
the materials portion of this text limits nothing.

Ms. Comek responded that they would add the additional clarity to the text.

Mr. Boggs stated that the Chair has suggested that the vinyl material be removed from the
Preliminary Development Plan phase. Later, if the applicant discovers an excellent grade of vinyl
that they would like to use, they can bring back a sample and request that the text be amended,
and include it in the Final Development Plan. The applicant has the ability to provide a sample of
the material later.

Mr. Fishman stated that Mr. Hunter has requested that the application be tabled. Several
Commission members are in favor of the proposed plan, but believe the residential lots need to
be more creative.

Ms. Comek stated the Community Plan provides opportunity for Residential Low Density or for
Residential Medium Density, which can be multifamily. The Community Plan recognized that this
is not only the last piece of property in this corridor, it is a transition piece between the residents
and the interstate highway. Typically, that last piece is different as it tries to accommodate that
transition.

Ms. Newell stated that she is a proponent of Concept Plans, and the Commission has not seen a
Concept Plan for this particular plan.

Ms. Comek stated that the Commission reviewed earlier plans for the site in 2012 and 2015. This
application was re-filed and reviewed by the Commission in 2017. Perhaps if there is no clear
policy stated, it is a policy issue for City Council.

Mr. Fishman stated that this is a PUD application, and the Commission has a good amount of
flexibility with a PUD. He likes the concept, but much more creativity with the lots is necessary.
He would suggest that they discuss the plan with the residents in the neighborhood and address
their concerns.

Ms. Comek indicated that they would do so.

Ms. Fox stated that this site will be developed, and the Commissioners believe that a good use
here is single family. Putting 200 units in Subarea A is a different land use, which creates a need
for other items, such as lighting and parking. The existing residential community would be
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bumping up against a different land use. There will be higher density here because of that land
use. Mr. Hunter has inquired about the possibility of placing 121 units across the entire site. She
would be in favor of allowing more density here if the development was something more
consistent with the existing residential environment. She also understands the difficulty in selling
units close to that roundabout and highway. Perhaps the lots in Subarea A could be the smaller,
55+ lots, and make the lots in Subarea A larger, single-family lots — as that subarea is the front
door to the Post Preserve neighborhood. That could be a better option for Subarea A. It would
be much more difficult for the neighbors to live next to a 2-story building with parking lot, lights
and staff coming and going all hours of the day and night. That would be a different use in this
area.

Ms. Comek stated the Community Plan acknowledges that this is a transition property and permits
mixed uses. A senior-living facility would be a good neighbor to the residential community.
Perhaps this application should be kicked up to Council and let them decide if there is a tolerance
for a buffering use with low traffic impact here.

Ms. Call requested that for this application, and any future applications, if there are items, such
as the ACLF, that are not defined in the Code, could there be an accompanying request to amend
Code to include that definition. This would mediate the vagueness upfront.

Ms. Boggs stated that in the Development Text that he viewed, there was a definition for an
ACLF. It is not codified Citywide, but it would be the codified definition of that use for Subarea A.
Ms. Call inquired if it would be location-specific or zone-specific.

Mr. Boggs stated that it would be PUD-specific. For Subarea A of the Gateway PUD, ACLF is
defined to mean, “one or more buildings providing assisted living accommodations for senior
citizens and the elderly with one or more levels of care....”

Ms. Call stated that in an application it is possible to define things differently. For instance, they
can define a hospital as senior care facility. She would like to have the parallel in the Code.

Mr. Supelak stated that this would apply to multiple cases. There were multiple building types in
the Bright Road development. In both cases, we were asking for density comparables. With this
plan, the 200-unit building and 70% lot coverage is a concern. That does not mean there is no
appreciation for the project. At this point, perhaps the need is to fine-tune the plan and eliminate
the vagueness of what will be on Subarea A and the vagueness of the architecture in Subarea B.
There is a need for additional references to be provided for the architecture and for comparable
uses.

Mr. Boggs stated that the Zoning Code generally does not define an analogous use. It does
mention the type of use without defining it in the context of parking requirements. If this definition
were to be codified for the entire City, it might not work in another PUD.

Ms. Call stated that what she is looking for is definitions in the Land Development Code. She sees
a definition for a townhouse. If an applicant comes forward with an application for a townhouse,
we have a definition that applies. If they were proposing a six-unit townhouse, but a townhouse
is defined in Code as a two-unit building, staff could indicate the application does not meet Code.
In the Code, that number of units would be a multi-family dwelling.

Mr. Boggs stated that in the context of a PUD, a flexibility in the definition might be desirable for
those items that are not the basic building blocks -- for those items that are not analogous.
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Ms. Fox moved, Mr. Fishman seconded to table the Dublin Gateway Rezoning with Preliminary
Development Plan and Dublin Gateway Preliminary Plat.

Vote: Ms. Call, yes; Mr. Supelak, yes; Mr. Fishman, yes; Ms. Fox, yes; Ms. Kennedy, yes; Ms.
Newell, yes.

[Motion approved 6-0]

COMMUNICATIONS

Ms. Rauch reported that staff is attempting to schedule a joint meeting with City Council, the
Planning and Zoning Commission and the Architectural Review Board, potentially in February.
That group is anticipated to meet quarterly.

ADJOURNMENT
The meeting was adjourned at 10:25 p.m.
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Chair, Planning and Zoning Commission
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Vote: Mr. Supelak, yes; Ms. Call, yes; Mr. Fishman, yes; Ms. Fox, yes; Ms. Kennedy, yes; Ms.
Newell, yes.
[Motion passed 6-0]

Ms. Newell inquired if the applicant is in agreement with the four conditions.
Mr. McCauley confirmed the applicant was in agreement.

Ms. Call moved, Ms. Kennedy seconded to recommend approval of the Preliminary Plat to City
Council with the following four conditions:

1) That the applicant ensures that any minor technical adjustments and updates
to the plat in accordance with the accompanying Preliminary Development Plan
are made prior to City Council submittal;

2) That the applicant continue to work with staff to ensure that the street names
are approved and indicated appropriately on the plat; and

3) That the applicant revise the Preliminary Plat prior to Council review to reflect
a typical chamfer at the corner of Hyland-Croy Road and McKitrick Road, as
required by Code.

4) That the applicant revise the plat to accurately display the planned 100-foot
right-of-way for Hyland-Croy Road.

Vote: Mr. Fishman, yes; Ms. Fox, yes; Ms. Newell, yes; Ms. Kennedy, yes; Mr. Supelak, yes; Ms.
Call, yes.
[Motion passed 6-0]

6. Dublin Gateway (Gorden Development), 7270 & 7150 Hyland-Croy Road,
17-061, Rezoning with Preliminary Development Plan

A request to rezone £45.4 acres from Rural District to Planned Unit Development District to
facilitate the future development of 91 single-family homes and up to 200 living units for seniors
with varying levels of care in one or more buildings and approximately 12.7 acres of open space.

7. Dublin Gateway (Gorden Development), 7270 & 7150 Hyland-Croy Road,
17-061, Preliminary Plat

A request to subdivide +£45.4 acres into one lot for a senior care facility and 91 single-family lots,
rights-of-way for five public streets, and six open space reserves.

Ms. Call moved, Mr. Supelak seconded to table Cases 6 and 7.

Vote: Ms. Fox, yes; Ms. Newell, yes; Ms. Call, yes; Mr. Fishman, yes; Ms. Kennedy, yes; Mr.
Supelak, yes.

[Motion passed 6-0]

COMMUNICATIONS

Ms. Rauch reported that staff is attempting to schedule a joint meeting with City Council, the
Planning and Zoning Commission and the Architectural Review Board shortly after the beginning
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The Planning and Zoning Commission took the following action at this meeting:

2, Hyland-Croy Gateway District 7150 and 7270 Hyland-Croy Road
15-029CP Concept Plan
Proposal: A residential development including empty-nester four-unit buildings,

and a retirement facility that includes independent and assisted living
units on approximately 45 acres along Hyland-Croy Road.

Request: Review and non-binding feedback for a Concept Plan application under
the provisions of Zoning Code Section 153.050.

Applicants: Schottenstein Real Estate Group and The Roman Catholic Diocese of
Columbus.

Representative: Thomas L. Hart, Esq. Isaac Wiles Burkholder & Teetor, LLC.

Planning Contact: Claudia D. Husak, AICP, Planner II.

Contact Information:  (614) 410-4675, chusak@dublin.oh.us

RESULT: Adjacent residents voiced concerns regarding road connections through the site and requested
the applicant include age restrictions on potential renters. The height of the independent living facility of
three stories was also a concern. The Commission shared many of the concerns of the residents and
encouraged the applicant to meet with residents and address their concerns prior to moving forward with
a Rezoning application.

MEMBERS PRESENT:

Victoria Newell Yes
Amy Salay Yes
Chris Brown Yes
Cathy De Rosa Yes
Robert Miller Yes
Deborah Mitchell Absent
Stephen Stidhem Yes
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Claudia D. Husak, AICP, Planner II
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2. Hyland-Croy Gateway District 7150 and 7270 Hyland-Croy Road
15-029CP Concept Plan

The Chair, Ms. Newell, said the following application is a request for review and non-binding feedback for
a residential development including empty-nester, four-unit buildings, and a retirement facility that
includes independent and assisted living units on approximately 45 acres along Hyland-Croy Road.

Claudia Husak said this case is in a similar location, also on the east side of Hyland-Croy Road. She said it
is slightly different than the previous one in terms of it being a Concept Plan application, which is the first
step in the rezoning process. She said this site is also not annexed into the City of Dublin so the current
jurisdiction is within Jerome Township.

Ms. Husak presented the site, which is 45 acres in two parcels. She noted Park Place subdivision to the
north and Post Preserve to the east; both are zoned PLR, Planned Low-density Residential District. She
said the site is very narrow with 3,300 feet of frontage along Hyland-Croy Road and the depth of the site
is only about 500 feet. She said there is a stream tributary that has a Stream Corridor Protection Zone
associated with it, which the applicant will be required to study to determine the width of that zone. She
said there are tree rows along the stream. She indicated for the most part the site is farmland; there are
some single-family homes on it with farm outbuildings.

Ms. Husak reported the applicant had a couple of meetings with adjacent neighborhoods, specifically with
the HOA of Post Preserve and Park Place. She said in January there was a meeting where a few residents
attended as well as members of the Catholic Diocese as part of the proposal has a senior living
component. She said most recently, a meeting was held where about 15 — 20 people from the adjacent
neighborhoods attended.

Ms. Husak said the Community Plan has two future land use designations for the site: north of the stream
is the Suburban Residential Low Density District (1 — 2 dwelling units per acre) with the remainder as
mixed-Residential Low Density (up to 3 dwelling units per acre). She explained that both of those are
very similar to residential development patterns within the City of Dublin where the mixed category talks
a little bit more about providing buffers to allow more leeway for the type of units provided in that
district. She said there have been proposals for more commercial big box type of development on the
land in Jerome Township on the west side of Hyland-Croy Road.

Ms. Husak said Hyland-Croy Road has a rural character designation. She said there are major changes
proposed by ODOT in conjunction with the City of Dublin to the interchange of SR 161/US 33. She said
the limited access area extends towards Post Road from Hyland-Croy Road, which really is dictated by
ODOT and access for Post Preserve Boulevard will be required to be eliminated. She said in 2005 — 2007,
that project for the interchange was a lot more imminent than it is currently. She said there were
numerous neighborhood meetings at that time on how the access would be handled in the future.

Ms. Husak presented what Council approved as the method for access management going into the
future, which takes part on this particular property under consideration this evening. She said Springview
Lane and Stillhouse Lane within Post Preserve are intended to be extended to current stub streets,
through this property and out to Hyland-Croy Road to provide full access into the neighborhood. Upon
urging of Staff, she said the applicant has incorporated this public street into their proposal. She reported
the extensive update to the Community Plan also occurred in 2007 that included one of the street
extensions but not both. She said the Northwest Area Plan is the same, which shows single-family
development to the north of the stream at a 1 — 2 units to the acre for density with an extension of a
street called Holbein Drive to provide access and distribution of traffic. She said a row of single-family
houses adjacent to Post Preserve and multiple housing types to buffer the residential area to the west
from whatever might happen west of Hyland-Croy Road.
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Ms. Husak said there were also considerations for protecting the stream providing entry to the
neighborhood and making sure to be sensitive to the existing trees on the site.

Ms. Husak said the Concept Plan proposed is divided into two subareas. She explained there are 50
assisted living (AL) units and 75 independent living (IL) units at the south end of the site. She said both
facilities are connected at the entry porte-cochere but serve different residents. She said the
southernmost building is the AL facility designed as a single-story building with four quadrants of care
and the IL facility is a three-story building with an open courtyard in the center including parking areas to
the north and east and detached garages along the east border with Post Preserve. She said the balance
of the site has four-unit residential buildings, which, according to the applicant, are targeted for empty-
nesters. She said there are 17 buildings consisting of 68 units shown in the center of the site, south of
the stream. She said there is an additional 15 four-unit buildings consisting of 60 units north of the
stream.

Ms. Husak said stormwater management is shown throughout the site with retention ponds. She stated
the plan includes an eight-foot asphalt multi-use path along Hyland-Croy Road with connections from the
site to the path.

Ms. Husak read the discussion questions:

1. Is the proposed land use appropriate?
2. Is the proposed greater density warranted relative to the quality of the proposal?

Bob Miller asked what has been proposed in the past on the west side of Hyland-Croy Road all the way
up to Post Road.

Ms. Husak indicated she knew of two proposals for retail development south of Weldon Road. She said
the most recent proposal, which Jerome Township requested the City to weigh in on, had larger store-
type of development without parcels on Hyland-Croy Road with a potential hotel or some sort of multi-
family units north of Weldon for the future.

Steve Langworthy said there has only been one major proposal that the township had approved. He said
it was originally called Hall’s Corner that had a pretty intense retail development, a couple of big box
retail developments along with restaurants and the other outlots. He said there were some concerns
expressed by the City to the Township about the relative density and intensity of that product at the
time. He said there were discussions about sewer systems, traffic, road improvements, and the like. He
said that proposal has since gone away and a new company has come in from Indianapolis that has
proposed an application that has not been submitted for anything by that company but the concept plans
we have seen recently are much less intense than the original plan.

Mr. Miller asked if an auto dealership had been proposed.

Ms. Husak said there is a site approved for an auto dealership in the township as a conditional use and
Costco has received a lot of press.

Mr. Miller asked what has been proposed on this existing Gordon Farm site. Ms. Husak answered no
applications have come forward.

Amy Salay asked if the roundabout at Hyland-Croy Road and Post Road is the anticipated solution.
Tina Wawszkiewicz said Ms. Salay was seeing the long-term picture idea. She said if this were to become

annexed and became the City’s intersection the City could evaluate stepping to this level and could be a
discussion with City Council during the CIP process. She noted the ultimate build with the ramp.
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Ms. Husak clarified that at this point, this area of Hyland-Croy Road is not under the jurisdiction of the
City.

Don Hunter, Schottenstein Real Estate Group, said he resides in Dublin. He thanked the Commission for
the opportunity to share information and receive feedback. He explained there are two applicants today:
the Roman Catholic Diocese of Columbus; and the Diocesan Retirement Community Corporation and
mentioned all the team members in attendance to answer questions.

Mr. Hunter said he has a great respect for the process. He explained he reached a land purchase
agreement in August 2012. He said they met with Marsha Grigsby in October 2012. He said they met
with Land Use and Long Range Planning in February and started meeting with HOA leadership of Park
Place/Post Preserve in May 2013 and have continued that dialogue. He said this particular plan is a result
of three to four reiterations in receiving feedback from the leadership of the HOA group. He said the first
neighborhood meeting took place in January and most recently, this week. He presented the plan with
the senior retirement community to the south that the Diocese will own and the northern two-thirds of
the site is the empty-nester community.

Mike Cuddy said they have been in the senior housing business since 1977. He said they have 16 facilities
in 10 counties. He said they are open to residents of all faiths and they are replicating their Villas of St.
Therese concept. He said this is a high-quality architecturally compatible with the neighborhood. He said
this is a mission-based goal of serving seniors providing safe well-appointed housing for seniors in a
continuum of care that runs from independent living to assisted living and building a retirement
community where people have the ability to move from one level to the next. He said they have done this
very successfully out on the east side of Columbus at the Villas at St. Therese and the goal is to do the
same thing here in Dublin, Ohio.

Mr. Cuddy said they have done a study to ensure that there is market demand for this type of facility and
had a great deal of interest as expressed by Dublin residents. He said prior to the Villas of St. Therese
facility, there were people on the east side of Columbus who were really looking to maintain residence in
their own community. He said part of the mission is to provide a facility where they could retire, have
independent living as long as that was possible for them, and transition in the same community to a
higher level of care to assisted living. He reported they are a non-for-profit corporation and able to
deliver a higher quality product at a lower price. He presented the 75 units of IL facility and 50 units of
AL in the lower portion of the graphic.

James Michael Milligan, JMM Architects, 4685 Larwell Drive, Columbus, Ohio, 43220, said his firm is a
senior living design specialty firm and have designed over 1000 retirement communities around the
nation. He said this is not subsidized housing. He said the Roman Catholic Diocese of Columbus provide a
niche that is compatible with the highest quality facility but in a much lower cost. He said these facilities
will be 1 or 2 bedroom apartments with washers/dryers in the IL areas and garages for their cars,
brick/stone cement fiber siding and use residential style materials with pitched roofs. He said between
the AL and IL, there will be a main street facility/common area where folks can have dining opportunities,
library, etc. an indoor/outdoor space with a lot of light. He said the AL is all private rooms and operated
by the diocese. He said the Villas at St. Therese are 15 years old and have held up quite well. He said the
apartments are a three-floor concept and on the site plan, garages are a buffer with four-sided design.
He said there is a wet pond on the south side for stormwater management and site amenities and
controlled parking.

Brian Schottenstein, Schottenstein Real Estate Group, 600 W. Goodale, Columbus, Ohio said Dublin has
the highest standards of any community around. He said they believe their attached homes will be the
nicest in the state of Ohio. He said they have been voted the BIA Developer of the year three times.
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Mr. Schottenstein presented images on the screen and on boards. He said there are four units in each
building and each unit has 2-car garages, a screened in porch, and two first floor bedrooms geared
towards empty-nesters. He said there will not be a clubhouse, bar, or trash cans outside. He said trash
pick-up service will be provided to go into a central compactor including a mail center in that building as
well. He said there are 128 units and density is 3.9 units per acre. He indicated the average age of
someone moving into AL facility is 84 years old. He said they want to capture the market of people in
their 50s, 60s, and 70s before they would go into the community right next to us. He said we would even
provide opportunities for them to get into the community sooner if they live in ours first because they
believe there will be a waiting list. He pointed out that on two-thirds of the plan, on the north side is their
four-unit empty-nester homes. He noted the nice buffering of trees. He said they plan to respect the
Stream Corridor Protection Zone.

Mr. Hunter summarized there are two fundamental but related uses: senior retirement community and
empty-nesters. He said 30 years ago, the average age of entry into IL was 65 years of age. He reiterated
that now the age is 83, more and more services have to be provided (meals, transportation). He recited
statistics about population growth in Ohio to demonstrate the need for this type of housing. He said there
is a “silver tsunami” coming. He presented 17 objectives from the Community Plan and stated how his
plan addresses some of these. After spending a lot of time in this community analyzing economic
development issues, he suggested we are at a crossroads and asked if Dublin was a generational
community. He indicated they are going to enhance the Park Place/Post Preserve neighborhoods with the
transitional use. He said Hyland Croy Road will become five lanes. He said his plan will insulate the
community from that noise as a quiet, compatible neighbor. He noted the 360 degree architecture they
will provide and how this site is a challenging property and not appropriate for single-family homes. He
concluded they are proposing high-quality, low-density development.

Bob Miller asked what the square footage is for the empty-nester units.
Mr. Schottenstein responded there are four different floor plans, going up to 1,900 square feet.

Mr. Miller asked what the rent range is. Mr. Schottenstein answered high teens would be the amount for
rent.

Ms. Salay asked if the empty-nester products were all for rent. Mr. Schottenstein said they could be for
sale; it is market driven.

Mr. Hunter said they are trying to meet the needs of the community by offering flexibility.

Ms. Salay asked if some of the units were two-stories. Mr. Schottenstein said all have two bedrooms on
the first floor and some have loft above, which make those a story and a half.

The Chair invited public comment.

Jeffrey Smith, 7226 Springview Lane, said the concept of putting the empty-nester community along that
track of land makes a lot of sense and would be supportive with some exceptions. He said it meets the
demand within the City and provides a nice buffer to whatever goes in on the west side. However, he
said it does not appear to be any mechanisms in place to enforce the stated objectives of empty-nester
housing. In his research, he said there is federal legislation known as the Housing for Older Persons Act
in 1995, that would allow the developer to designate a community as housing for residents that are 55
years and older. He said that stipulation requires 80% of the units are occupied by at least one person
who is 55 years old. He asked if that was considered and if it was, why that designation is not going to
be in place.

The Chair said she would entertain those Commission questions as they proceed.
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Mr. Smith said 3.9 units per acre for density is higher than what is shown in the Community Plan. To
make that exception on the density he said, for supposed improvement in quality to address an
unforeseen demographic shift back when the Community Plan was completed, is unjust. He indicated
there are no assurances that given the higher density space that those needs are going to be met. He
said without some designation through the Bylaws or in the deed restriction, potentially, those units are
occupied by non-empty-nesters, which would bring in over-crowding of schools. He said then there is the
issue of rent vs own. He asked if the City is going to be responsible for maintaining the landscaping of
that Post Preserve entrance once it is closed off. As a founding board member of the HOA, he said it is
costly to maintain that entrance. He said once it is closed off, it is no longer the enjoyment specific to just
the HOA but rather open to the public.

The Chair announced over 13 people have signed up to speak and asked that the comments be brief and
not repetitive.

Bill Razor, 6857 Holbein Drive, said he has lived in this Post Preserve neighborhood since it was built. He
indicated the applicant is proposing an apartment complex and trying to put an empty-nester label on it.
He said the developer is not willing to put any stipulations on who may live there. He said if $1,700 a
month is the rent, they will attract families that want to get into Jerome High School. He said the key
thing the Schottenstein folks said was this was a Concept Plan and a lot of these issues are going to be
market driven. He indicated he suspects that if the market is not going to be there for the empty-nesters
then the market will be filled with whoever will pay the rent and we will not end up with a quiet
community. He said that is further complicated as City Council had previously ruled that our entrance will
go through this neighborhood. Currently, according to the plan he said, it appears we will drive past the
trash compactor on the way to our house. He said when Council originally ruled on the entrance closing,
they specified that the intention of the new entrance would be along the same lines as our existing
entrance and would have the same character. He said he believes the City made a mistake with the
planning in that area and feels strongly that the community is owed more than just having our
neighborhood go through an apartment complex.

Mr. Razor said he did not receive any notice that any meetings were taking place until the one that
occurred last Tuesday and at that meeting, he was told that the purpose was not for the developer to
hear the thoughts of the residents but to answer questions about what they planned to build on this site.
He asked if these people are going to manage an apartment complex next to my house, how cooperative
of a neighbor are they going to be. He concluded maybe they are not the right developer for that land.

Alycia Cassini, 7545 Marston Lane, said she appreciated the Commission’s comments earlier about getting
the HOA more involved in these meetings with the notifications. She said the applicant said they met with
HOA leadership from May 2013 — May 2015. She said meeting with one individual who did not share any
information with the community does not constitute neighborhood feedback. She said once we were
made aware of this situation this past Tuesday, the neighborhood has responded with how they feel
about this development. She said this is really two separate concepts: the retirement home and 128
rentals that will be in our backyard. She said there are no restrictions on who can rent these units
regardless of age and family size. She said the rentals will be designated as Suburban Residential low
density, outside the design concept and the Post Preserve entrance will be closed. She said this is
unacceptable for Post Preserve and for the rental agency or renters because there will be a high volume
of traffic coming through their neighborhood. She said the Conservation Design Principals and support of
the rural feel of this neighborhood has not been applied to this concept. She indicated it is interesting
that Schottenstein is taking these two very separate concepts and bundle into one proposal; these should
be two separate independent plans. She said Schottenstein is trying to say what the market is through
charts, quotes, and the emotional heartstrings to get approval for their highly profitable business of
rentals. She encouraged the Commission to do their own independent research and not rely on the
carefully crafted information presented by Schottenstein.
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Eileen Corson, 6717 Monticello Lane, reiterated the stress that could be put upon the school district if we
have this many rentals this close to our homes; there is no elementary in our area but good access to
Jerome and Karrer. She said if the apartments are not age restricted, there will the potential for a lot of
school bus traffic. She said HOA representation had no communication with them. She indicated there
were three members: one is leaving, the other said during the meeting with the developer yesterday that
she has been shopping for these homes. She said there are two new members on the board and has
serious ethical issues with their board. She requested additional time for review of this proposal for the
residents.

Kumar Vemuri, 7021 Post Preserve Blvd, said he has been a resident of Post Preserve since February
2006 and was never told there was an entry issue by the builder. He said as soon as he entered his new
home, he started getting letters about this proposed entry closure and he attended meetings that were
well organized in those days (2006 & 2007). He said they were given five or six options and finally
narrowed it down to one or two. He said during that time they were promised there would be a layer of
single-family homes just to their backyards of Post Preserve and that there would be a similar entrance
on the other side. He said with this proposal, we do not see any of that happening. He asked what will be
the size of the entry roads if there will be any coming into Post Preserve. He asked what would happen to
backyard fences or if there would be any fences between these two properties.

Marian Vordermark, 6834 Stilhouse Lane, said she is the president of Park Place/Post Preserve HOA. She
referenced the timeline presented by Mr. Hunter. She confirmed the three previous board members did
have a couple of meetings in 2013 and they were told they had contingency contract with Mr. Gordon,
which was going to expire in November 2013, which it did. She indicated they were told it was not going
to be extended so the HOA members did not publicize their meeting. She said she was not given any
further information until much later on. She said we do not correspond with our community on a regular
basis because it costs our HOA a lot of money and they have not seen an extreme amount of interest
from their residents. She said apparently there are interested people in the community. She presented
several pictures: the Post Preserve entry, the ponds, the street that will be closed off, and Post Perimeter
Road. She said she is concerned about the replacement entrances surrounding their community. She said
the quality of the Gateway project significantly impacts their neighborhood and the valuation of 145
residences of Post Preserve and potentially, Park Place because they are viewed by realtors as a joint M/l
neighborhood. She said the residents are requesting an engineering study be completed to determine if a
right in/right out entry into Post Preserve could be allowed by ODOT. She said other exceptions to that
rule within the state have been made. She said there are a total of 292 home sites in the Park Place/Post
Preserve are affected by this decision. She said there will be a high interest in getting to Costco and OU
development that will contribute to additional traffic.

Keith Hammond, 6965 Post Preserve Blvd, said his biggest concern is his master bedroom and back
windows face west so immediately out his backyard he will see a three-story apartment complex. He said
he agrees the retirement facility at one story is a good idea but the third-story building will be right in
their faces and the garages will back up to their property line.

Parminder Rooprai, 7035 Blakemore Lane, said that he strongly opposes this plan. He said the builders
already indicated this is going to be offered at a low cost around 1,900 square feet as the biggest unit.
He said the average home in Post Preserve is 3,000 square feet. He asked why they are trying to
integrate a low cost product with high cost homes. He indicated the builder has probably already figured
the appreciation they would gain as well as the depreciation the current homeowners are going to see.
He asked who would compensate the current homeowners for that depreciation. He said Hyland-Croy
Road already has high traffic congestion and asked what the plan is to address that.

Carmine Spada, 7012 Post Preserve Blvd., said he has resided there since 2006. He said the word
“rentals” was not presented by the developers at the meeting. He said 20 - 25 residents took a vote on
Tuesday and all but one stated they did not want rentals in their community. He said they were told they
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were rentals because it is not feasible otherwise but this evening they said they could be for sale at some
time.

Lora Boukheir, 6957 Post Preserve Blvd., said they moved there to raise their children and are looking to
the Commission to represent them. She said she lives in the fourth house and when she walks out her
front door to sit on her porch, she already looks at a parking lot and a church that is at least three stories
high and an apartment complex. She said less than a mile away is a healthcare facility and now she is to
expect another three-story building in her backyard. She said she is looking to the Commission to protect
her home so it does not depreciate in value. She said the moment she received the letter she asked why
she should stay in this community and asked how she could sell it with no backyard. She said this
proposal does not represent family or the Dublin she committed to for her children. She pleaded with the
Commission to put themselves in her position as this is not good planning and zoning.

Jerry Merrell, 8742 Craigston, said he is a member of St. Brigid of Kildare and wanted to share the view
from the seniors of that church. He said there are over 100 members and they are all looking for a “St.
Therese of the north”. He said he is very familiar with the Villas of St. Therese on the east side and to
duplicate that in Dublin would be a plus for the community. He said he is not certain about the
Schottenstein part of this proposal. He said a lot of people in his age group who are not ready to commit
to moving into an assisted living or independent living facility and need something that they can step into
short-term and then eventually move over to the St. Therese north area. He said he has been in the
Columbus area since 1970 and has watched this city grow as well as the population of seniors increase.
He said the age of people speaking against this appear to be younger than those with gray hair. He said
he may be the only person speaking for the gray-haired group. He said they would like to stay in Dublin
and the only way they can do that is if they have these kinds of facilities.

Eileen Martin, 5509 Villas Drive, Dublin, 43017, said she wanted to speak on behalf of the seniors in the
community. She said she believes she is the oldest person in attendance but having a retirement
community in Dublin is definitely needed. She said she moved here five years ago because she had to
downsize and had children who lived here. She said most people her age, when widowed or with a
spouse but is up in years, that is where you go, particularly if there are grandkids. She said you want to
be close to them so they can visit you. She said she had considered Erikson when it was time for her to
move but they were in Hilliard, and then the recession hit. She said she took a condominium because
there was nothing else available. She asked that this proposal be considered. She said to the young folks,
this may be someplace they will want to go in 30 years so they do not have to leave the community.

Jeffrey Smith, who spoke earlier, said he did not get a sense from anyone from the Post Preserve/Park
Place that they do not want a retirement community there. However, he said they are looking for
restrictions on the development to ensure that the older people have access to that community. He
clarified that this land is not owned by Dublin but rather Jerome Township to ask Dublin to annex this
land. He said if that does not happen, because we are not pragmatic about this, we could end up with
something far worse. He said there are certain issues that need to be addressed like the three-story
building, density, and rent vs owned.

The Chair closed the public portion of the meeting.

Amy Salay said the presentation by the developer was compelling in terms of the need for empty-nester
housing as well as the apartments and assisted living. She said there is a lot of work to be done between
the developers and the neighbors. She stated there is no way she could support this application in its
present form. She indicated she assumed this was a 55 and older community and asked why that is not a
part of it by placing restrictions on it. She said character based planning is important — creating a sense
of place. She said the seniors and the current single-family neighbors will need to be well integrated so
they can feel like this will be an enhancement to their community and not a detriment.
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Ms. Salay said she was looking at the entryways and improvements need to be made. She said this
neighborhood is losing their very attractive front door, essentially, because of the ODOT restrictions. She
said the City made concrete expectations for the entrance. She said traffic calming is also important.

Ms. Salay asked if there is a way to reduce the height of the St. Therese portion, possibly spreading it out
and taking away some from the apartment portion as this is very jarring for the neighbors that back up to
it. She indicated she is generally ok with the architecture with the primary materials being brick and
stone. She said she likes the idea of the connection with the atrium.

Ms. Salay said the apartments are not conducive to people living together as the way they are structured,
turning their backs on each other. She said she would prefer to see where folks can be interactive and
front porches are important. She said there is a lot of time between 55 and 80. She said there is no
central park and asked where people are supposed to gather. She suggested moving this across the
street and adding a mixed-use environment as opposed to big-box retail that is offensive.

Bob Miller said he is in agreement with Ms. Salay as the analytics are solid. He said this is really good
land use. He indicated he was uncertain that single-family homes on a five-lane road would be
appropriate. He looks at this as a buffer and could be an enhancement for the existing subdivisions. He
suggested that the Schottenstein folks go the condominium route to solve the big problem with the
neighbors or the 55-year old designation is worthwhile. He said he struggled with the height proposed as
he views this as a gateway project. He indicated from the Hyland-Croy side, a lot could be done to make
this property pop for people entering from the SR161/US 33 interchange. On the other hand, he said he
is sympathetic or empathetic with the residents. He said he does not have a northern elevation so he is
not certain what he is looking at. He said he appreciates the protection of the stream but would like to
see a little more diversity in terms of how the empty-nester housing is aligned to create that connectivity.
He understands this is not easy to do on this very thin piece of land but would like to see more
connectivity, which would be appreciated by the neighborhood as well. He said he would like to see
pictures of the existing properties at the Villas at St. Therese as they are 15 years old.

Cathy De Rosa said she agreed with her two colleagues that if it is going to be a retirement community, it
should be designated as such. She said she does not see evidence that a person that starts in one end
would actually move to the other end, speaking from her personal experience and the resident that
stated they would want to stay near their children/grandchildren. She said the Villas at St. Therese
appear to be one or two-stories on the website but the applicant confirmed they are three stories. She
asked if consideration could be made for the height. She said she is concerned that if it is going to be a
55-year old designation if there would be some mobility. She said there is a need for this but for active
seniors. She said this is an opportunity for families to be next to seniors and this needs to be figured out
as a community but there is a lot of work to be done for this one to fit that bill. She said this works on
this piece of property but there is a ways to go with the application.

Chris Brown said he is supportive of the retirement community overall. He said three separate
neighborhoods should be designed: the Villas; the new entry to Post Preserve/Park Place; and then the
northern section. He said it is crucial that the new entry to Post Preserve respects the community nature
of Post Preserve as a whole. He said he agrees with Ms. Salay’s comment that the units tend to turn their
backs to each other; he likes a front porch presence if appealing to empty-nesters. He said he looked at
Friendship Village, Villas at St. Therese, and First Community Village, which are all very low impact on the
areas with very little traffic and few people walking about. However, he said there should be the
opportunity to walk about as Ms. De Rosa just said; there is still a lot of vitality in these seniors. He noted
there is no interconnectivity other than that bike path along Hyland-Croy Road and the community within
needs to be engaged. He said the stream green space was respected but it disconnects the central
portion to the north section. He said he understands we do not control Hyland-Croy Road but by living in
a community east of Dublin Road, taking a left in the morning is brutal. He asked if there may be a
roundabout opportunity, how to get people actually turning south on Hyland-Croy Road with 292 homes
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in that community plus this particular community. He said the height on the north, west, and south
portions do not terribly bother him but the part that engages Post Preserve are really looming over those
properties and needs to be addressed. He said the eastern wing has the most impact. He stated anything
this high of density has to be designated as 55 plus and could not support something that did not have
that definition. He said everything we have learned through current market trends through what we are
doing with the Bridge Street District and everything else, it does not bother him tremendously if they are
rentals vs condominiums; he said there is incentive to keep standards up if there is one singular owner as
opposed to elderly people that are wearing down and might not maintain the property as well.

Steve Stidhem said he agrees with almost everything that was said here. He said he appreciates the
neighbors coming in and voicing their opinions. He indicated he is frustrated with the lack of leadership it
seems in this neighborhood but that is another topic. He said it is way too dense, there is no community
space, and the entrance to the neighborhood was not accommodated given the upcoming closure of Post
Preserve. He said he visited the St. Therese AL website, which looked like a two-story building so he
needs to physically visit the Villas. He said he hopes the community is maintained better than the
website.

Victoria Newell said many of her comments mirror Mr. Brown’s comments. She said she is not in favor of
the three-story assisted living area next to the residents and suggested stair-stepping those elevations.
She stated the overall land use is appropriate. She indicated the residents could end up with something
substantially far worse so she hopes for willingness within this community to work with applicants that
are considering developing this property. She said if it is developed within Jerome Township and outside
Dublin’s borders, the residents will have no control. She said with the closures, the residents are going to
feel like they are driving through an apartment complex per the current layout. She said this really needs
to be addressed better. She said the site is broken into three parts and maybe there could be a variety in
the units for the center section to make this feel more like a community. She said the entry structure
described, which houses the trash compactor kind of looks like a gatehouse and reminded the applicants
this will be the first thing seen when arriving to this site and better served someplace else. She would like
to see the SPCZ expanded upon. She noted a presentation was made very compassionately for senior
citizen housing and yet there does not seem to be a limitation to restrict it to that. She asked the
applicant is they were or were not going to place that age targeted restriction on this.

Mr. Hunter said the short answer is they had not contemplated doing that and it is not their intention to
do that. He said they could go back and study it. He said sometimes you get unintended consequences
when doing that such as restricting highly educated people in the age bracket of 45 — 53.

Mr. Schottenstein added the example of a person having a child in their 30’s when the spouse passes
away, in between creating a life for themselves, they have to come back and live with their 55 — 60 year
old parent, they would not have the opportunity to be in here even for a short period of time.

Ms. Newell said there have been recent proposals in front of the Commission that were for elderly
housing and could approach the limitations tonight's developer is looking at. She encouraged the
applicant to research this further.

Mr. Hunter asked for clarity.

Ms. Newell said recent applicants were willing to put those restrictions upon those age limitations. She
indicated there have been some conversations about a child that moves back home with you for a period
of time so she thinks there are entities that are able to address that. She suggested there is something

the applicant tonight could do in that instance.

Mr. Hunter said he would explore that before returning.
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Mr. Stidhem inquired about a barrier or fencing between this and the housing on the behalf of the
residents. Mr. Hunter responded there are no plans for a fence.

Mr. Schottenstein said the entry feature has not been designed yet and promised to work with the
neighbors. He said they are considering a community garden, also where the residents can plant their
own vegetables on individual plots.

For another resident, Mr. Stidhem asked what stage is this designed because it appears to have been
presented to the residents as a final design and it is clearly not the case.

Mr. Hunter confirmed this is a Concept Plan.

Mr. Brown said the Commission is representing the residents but at the same time, it is an opportunity to
create a nice buffer between you and what Hyland-Croy Road is going to be. He encouraged the
residents to keep an open mind and work with the developers. He encouraged the developers to work
with the residents particularly on the entrance and what it means to their neighborhood; it is not just
their backyard, this is the entry because of the situation with ODOT.

Ms. Salay encouraged the developers to be sensitive to the neighbors considering your own home and
what you would want to live next to.

The Chair called for a five minute recess.
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